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INTRODUCTION: 


THE CRISIS OF THE STATE 


Under the impulse of a strongly mobilized and apparently determined 
anglophone elite, a political debate has been initiated on the issue of 
federalism - a debate both important, legitimate and problematical. 

The importance of the debate is evident. On the one hand, the 
relationships between the anglophone and francophone communities, which 
aré subjacent to the federalist claim, form the essential component of the 
issue of the Kamerunian nation today. On the other hand, it is common 
knowledge, for both economic and political reasons, that new institutions and 
a new organization of the State are vital to our country and constitute some 
of the major prerequisites to overcome the crisis. By launching the 
constitutional revision process, the CPDM regime merely acknowledges the 
necessity of these prerequisites although it simultaneously tries by means of 
all sorts of tricks to distort that process or limit its range and effects. 

The debate on the issue of federalism is also genuinely legitimate. 
Firstly, the claim for a return to federalism merely reflects the tangible 
frustrations accumulated by the anglophone community since the 1961 
reunification, Of course, the analysis of this situation, its causes, and 
foremost, its possible solutions may greatly differ from one party to another. 
However, the problem is objective and its tangibility does not depend on 
anyone's analysis. On the other hand, the adhesion of a large section of the 
anglophone elite to the federalist claim does obviously not point to it as 
being wrong or right; it simply shows that the problem is genuine. And in 
fact, it is not the problem of the anglophones, but that of Kamerun as a 
whole. It is an issue which deserves a thorough debate to generate viable 
solutions for our country. 

And indeed, inasmuch as it is reduced to the superficial pros and 
cons alternative, the present debate has been set on a problematical track 
because this approach veils the real issues, i.e. the causes beneath the surface 
effects. 

Already, a dividing line seems to be forming between the "unitarists" 
(those against federalism) and the "federalists" (those standing for). Paul 
Biya, while trying to inhibit the debate, clearly stood against federalism. In 


fact, his stance is that of all the heirs of the CNU, including the government 
UPC. On the other hand, a certain number of opposition parties advocate 
federalism. Should it therefore be concluded that the regime and the 
opposition are respectively for and against federalism ? 

This dividing line is illusory. Standing for or against federalism says 
little or nothing about the proposed content of the State or the proposed 
nation to be built. The use of a certain number of words and phrases has 
become so common in the political spheres that it gives the impression of a 
general a consensus. Such is the case with "national unity”, “democracy”... 
and latest, “decentralization” and "federalism". But as always, behind this 
apparent consensus, there are important and contradictory interests at stake, 
and behind such words and phrases, different and even opposite policies are 
at war. 4 

Conversely, behind apparently contradictory words, one sometimes 
(if not often) finds the same policy. The history of Kamerun's institutions is 
there to show that the same content may be served in different plates. Did 
we not experience the same State for eleven years under the guise of 
federalism and twenty-one years under a unitary State? What difference is 
there for the majority of Kamerunians between a single dictatorship and two, 
three or ten federated dictatorships? 

Asking this question is raising another one: which problem do we 
intend to solve by implementing this or that form and type of organization 
of the State? The question goes very far beyond the superficial pros and 
cons alternative! 

The crisis experienced in Kamerun is foremost a crisis of the State. 
At the economic level, the balance sheet of thirty-five years of independence 
shows that the State apparatus served mainly to build up and maintain a 
minority bourgeoisie while preserving the essential features of the 
dependency introduced by colonization. A review of public contracts award 
procedures, of the management of parastatals and State organizations as well 
as of the successive budgets and plans undoubtedly proves that the State 
apparatus operates like a suction device, like a pump used to transfer the 
Kamerunian wealth abroad and, within the national borders, to a minority 
bourgeoisie which controls that State apparatus. 

The problem today is that the well is dry because it has been emptied 
without any consistent maintenance. Things can no longer continue the same 
way. The mechanism has clogged up. HENCE THE CRISIS! 


But also, the post colonial statements of the past 35 years professed 
the State to be the "great organizer of the universe", the instrument by means 
of which the nation would be forged within the borders designed by the 
colonizer. But which conception of the nation were we impressed upon? 
That of a unanimist nation in which all individuals had to think and say the 
same thing and behave in a like manner; a nation with no contradictions, 
without a specificity, in short, a uniform nation aligned behind its 
bourgeoisie. And which tool was used for this? An extremely centralized, 
most authoritarian and obviously almighty State. It was a matter of 
overpowering the populations rather than seeking their adhesion. Hence, any 
attempt for local or regional expression was stifled in the name of national 
unity, or more precisely, in the name of a certain conception of national 
unity. 

And the result today? Perilous inter-regional imbalances threaten the 
economic development and socio-political stability of the country. The 
administrative uniformity has neither replaced nor brought about national 
unity, and the problems stifled up to now are flaring up, deeper than ever. 
The dismissal of this form of State even takes the fona of violent ethnic 
clashes. HENCE THE CRISIS! 

But while communities have been stifled, individuals have not had 
a better share. In the name of the struggle against underdevelopmeut, for 
which one pretends to be mobilized like a soldier, in the name of national 
unity once again conceived as a uniformity with no possibility for expressing 
contradictions, the individual was deprived of all his rights and suffered the 
dictatorship of the one-party system. The struggle against the UPC and any 
contestation of the regime shaped and marked the State and institutions of 
Kamerun as much as economic and administrative considerations. 

Here too, the situation has somewhat evolved. Kamerunians are less 
and less willing to endure a totalitarian regime, all the less as the 
international environment is no longer as favorable for dictatorships as 
earlier. Furthermore, the economic failure and the external indebtedness 
entail the necessity for change at the political level, all the more a: the 
financial bankruptcy of the State has deprived it from its social tension shock 
absorbers. HENCE THE CRISIS!. 

Crisis and necessity of change, crisis of the State and the subsequent 
necessity of its decp change: here, for us, is the texture of the debate on 
federalism and decentralization. 


For more than 20 years, the combatant UPC has been ringing the 
alarm bell with regard to the problems of the West-Kamerun. Sole national 
political organization to condemn the 1972 referendum which was to serve 
as a diversion for a thinly veiled annexation, the UPC has never stopped 
calling the national attention to the need to take into consideration the 
frustrations and claims of the anglophone community. 

In this light, our comrade Elenga Mbuyinga (Moukoko Priso), present 
Secretary General of our Party, in his book entitled "Tribalisme et Problème 
National en A frique Noire", strongly underscored the explosive nature of the 
anglophone problem in Kamerun. This was in 1985, too early for a 
short-sighted regime (used to letting the most dangerous situations worsen) 
to awake to the necessity of reacting, but also fairly late for a few reforms 
to be able to remedy the situation. 

It is therefore no surprise if the substratum of our position on the 
issue of national unity in general and the relationships between the 
anglophone and francophone communities in particular has never changed. 
Indeed, the issue itself has not fundamentally changed. However, a 
noticeable evolution, which we fully take into consideration, has occurred 
during the past few years or even the past few months. Some of the 
proposals presented herein were formulated during the National Seminar on 
"Ethnic and National Issues" conducted by the Party in April 1992, and were 
examined later by the Executive Committee during one of its sessions. 
However, this document shall not try to present a complete inventory of the 
position and proposals of the UPC-MANIDEM. It mainly aims at indicating, 
explaining and illustrating the broad outline of our Party's position on the 
federalism issue, which is so vital for our country. We do not intend to slap 
down obvious truths, but rather to explore the major elements and intricacies 
of the issue at stake. Indced, for us, as much as political action entails clear 
options and explicit objectives, political reflection and debate should help 
reappraise established certainties and help generate the necessary adequate 
solutions. 

The very history of the UPC-MANIDEM is illustrative of how 
difficult it is for the State in Kamerun to depart from the colonial mould 
from which it originated at a time when the administration both decreed the 
rules, exercised the political power and rendered justice. 

The Manifesto for the Institution of Democracy (MANIDEM) was 
launched by the Exccutive of the UPC in August 1974, three years after the 


assassination of Ernest Ouandié, last historical leader of the party. The 
MANIDEM aimed at gathering, within an opinion movement and an 
organization, all the patriots, whether Upcists or not, willing to fight the 
dictatorship of the one-party system and struggle for the reinstitution of 
multipartism and the observance of human rights in Kamerun. With the 
MANIDEM, the UPC which had started declining after Ouandié's death was 
strongly revived, only checked from time to time by the arrestation and 
deportation of militants as in 1976 and 1985. At that moment, there was nor 
leadership quarrels in the UPC, neither disputes to shares its "pieces". There 
was only one UPC at work. 

Mainly "prefabricated" quarrels started with. multipartism when, 
through a machiavellian and intelligent political hold-up, the Government 
used the new Law on political parties, voted by the single-party Assembly, 
to legalize, as UPC and UPC executive, a group of people seconded from the 
CPDM for that very purpose. The genuine UPC objected in vain. A 
"decree" of another party had decided that they would no longer be the UPC. 

Hence, after its congress in Bafoussam in December 1991, the party, 
headed by Michel NDOH (President), René PHILOMBE, Matthieu 
NJASSEP, Elisabeth MENDOMO (Vice-Presidents), decided in August 1992 
to be known as the UPC-MANIDEM. 

But, in order to succeed in the historical imposture of a hold-up on 
the party of Um and his companions, the State intrepidly violates its own 
laws, transgresses judicial decisions and notably that of the Supreme Court, 
just to impair on the functioning of the UPC-MANIDEM, a legal political 
party! 

A State confiscated by a party, a State muddling administration and 
political power, that is the State vividly contested through some of the 
federalist claims. 

Federalism is not only presented today as a way to settle the 
Anglophone/Francophone issue. Some people believe it to be the solution 
to the ethnic tensions arising from the greed to conquer or retain power. 
This is the very essence of the proposal for a ten-State federation. The issue 
therefore covers a wider range than in 1961 and goes far beyond the 
anglophone claims although such claims are its cornerstone. Hence, we 
believe it would Be useful to have a retrospective look at the historical 
evolution of our country with regard to the relationships between its two 
national communities. 


Enclosed in annex is an excerpt of Um Nyobé's first address before 
the fourth Commission of the United Nations in December 1952 in 
connection with the issue of the unification of Kamerun. The reading of this 
excerpt reveals how, for 35 years, the Aujoulat system has deferred the 
construction of the Kamerunian Nation and also, how some debates today 
take us very far backwards. | 


CHAPTER I 


A TALE OF UNITY WITHOUT 
DEMOCRACY 


On March 4, 1916 in London, Great Britain and France shared the 
territory of Kamerun as a result of their victory over the Germans. In fact, 
due to the circumstances of the colonial occupation, Kamerun was one the 
theaters and one of the stakes of the World War. As soon as it was declared 
in Europe, the war broke out in Kamerun in August 1914 between French 
and English troops coming from neighboring colonies on the one hand, and, 
on the other hand, the German forces assigned to protect the territory. It 
lasted till February 18, 1916, when Von Raben left the Mora mountain, last 
German retrenchment, and surrendered to Major Cunliff. The Germans were 
then completely driven out of their colony. 

Since the Franco-German treaty, Kamerun had covered a surface area 
of 760,000 km?. When the war broke out, Kamerun was divided into 
twenty-eight districts and residences. After sharing the territory with Great 
Britain, France attached three of such districts and residences (Oyem and 
portions of those of Akoafim and Yokadouma) to Gabon and four others 
(Lower-Sangha, Middle-Sangha, Upper-Sangha and Upper-Logone) to the 
Middle-Congo and Oubangui-Chari (presently the republics of Congo and 
Central Africa). All in all, it was 250,000 km? of the 1911 Kamerun that 
France thus attached to its equatorial African colonies. Hence, when the 
Society of Nations endorsed the partition of Kamerun in July 1922, only 
430,000 km? and a little more than 80,000 km? of Kamerun were place under 
French and British mandate respectively. 

For Germany, Kamerun was the basis and the starting point of a 
conquest strategy known as "Mittelafrika" and aimed at constituting a large 
colonial empire from Buéa to Zanzibar, a kind of colonial version of the 
Nazi expansion project which, in Europe, would lead to World War II. One 
therefore understands Adolf Hitler's many claims, as soon as he rose to 
power, that German colonies be returned to Germany. Likewise, the 
determination of the other countries to retain Kamerun is also understandable, 
In this light, this is what Repiquet (Governor of the French Kamerun from 
1935 to 1938) had to say in 1936 while the Fürher was campaigning on the 
international scene to get back his colonies and notably Kamerun: 
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"Deeply thrust between British Nigeria and our 
equatorial Africa, Cameroon under French mandate is the 
natural outlet for produce from the Logone and Chari valleys 
as well as from the Chad basin to the sea. Germans 
understood it well and had projected the construction of a 
railroad from the South to the North-East through the forests 
and savannahs to the Sara land, with a view to draining 
towards the ocean the produce of that immense hinterland. 

Cameroon's position is an exceptional one indeed! 
With a port in the South, Douala on river Wouri, the docks 
of which, located 17 nautical miles from the Atlantic Ocean, 
are accessible to boats of up to 10,000 tons, with 
communication possibilities westward to the Gulf of Guinea 
through the Benue river, a navigable tributary stream of the 
Niger, Cameroon is the key access to French central A frica 
both politically and economically. 

The territory has 2,225,000 inhabitants. North of 
latitude 5°. the Kirdi mountaineers - sedentary farmers and 
nearly all of them animists - live without amenity with the 
plain inhabitants, i.e. the Fulbe, the Bororos and the Chadian 
"A rabs" who lead anomadic life on the ranges of the Benue, 
Mayo Kebi and Logone valleys as well as on the A damawa 
plateau pastures. These shepherds, most of them half-bred, 
are moslems. 

South of this latitude and up to the sea lies the great 
forest inhabited by numerous black fetishist tribes being 
converted to christianity; the forest with its timber wood and 
its valuable species, its rubber tree plantations, its palm trees 
which extend as far as 300 km inland, and, in vast clearings, 
the coffee, cocoa, banana, groundnut, sesame, cassava, yam, 
taro and maize plantations. To these agricultural products 
should be added the riches of the subsoil: gold and tin, to 
only mention the regularly extracted metals in the East and 
the West, and, may be one day, oil and its by-products. 

Y ou need only travel through this country, where the 
French peace reigns everywhere, to agree that it is booming 


with activity, and consider with confidence the future of 


such a prosperous land... 
Yaoundé, May 20, 1936 ' 


Why would anyone want France to surrender such a jewel to 
Germany after a military battle to win it? Hence, the creation, in 1938, of 
the JEUCAFRA (Jeunesse Camerounaise Frangaise) led by individuals such 
as Soppo Priso, André Fouda and Louis Marie Pouka, to combat the idea of 
a return of Kamerun to Germany (It should be noted that this organization 
included both pro-French and anti-colonialists Kamerunians). 

On the other hand, why would anyone not want Hitler to struggle to 
get it back by all means? Unfortunately for him, he lost the Second World 
War launched for "vital space". 

In April 1945, an international conference held in San Francisco 
following World War II. It resulted in the creation of the United Nations 
Organization (UNO) which replaced the Society of Nations. The conference 
also formulated an international trusteeship regime applicable henceforth to 
Kamerun. The trusteeship agreements were ratified by the general assembly 
of the United Nations on December 13, 1946. They maintained the status 
quo and extended French and British rules over Kamerun. Each of these two 
powers administered the territory as an integral part of its colonies, except 
that the Eastern part of Kamerun was administered directly as a colony by 
France while Great Britain attached the Western part of Kamerun to Nigeria, 
hence turning it into a sub-colony. 


1. THE FIRST UPC NATIONAL CLAIM 


In Eastern Kamerun and Starting from the end of World War II, 
French colonialism had to face a more and more determined and a better 
organized nationalism. But the political history of the territory actually 


En, 


! Preface to The Work of France in Cameroon by Pierre Chauleur, Administrator of Colonies 


began with the creation of the UPC in 1948. From the onset, the nationalist 
movement placed the independence and reunification of Kamerun - out of the 
French Union and the Commonwealth - at the forefront if its claims. It 
clearly advocated an anti-imperialist independence. Hence, for the UPC, 
independence could not be dissociated from reunification, i.e. the restoration 
of Kamerun to its German borders. Said Um Nyobe, the UPC Secretary 
General, in a report to the Executive Committee in 1951: 


"But the end objective is the national unity and 
independence of Kamerun. Hence, the UPC combines its 
struggle for human rights with a sustained effort for the 
restoration of the borders of Kamerun as they existed before 
1916, with the elimination of the artificial frontier between 
Kamerun under French and British rules. In fact, the 
reunification of Kamerun is a precondition to its accession 
to a genuine independence". 


Said he again in another report to the Executive Committee in 1954: 


"In fact, unification may be a precondition to 
independence, it may be a simultaneous condition occurring 
at the same time. But unification can never be secluded 
from independence. When we talk of the independence of 
Kamerun, we always have in mind Kamerun restored to its 
borders of 1911 and not a fragmentary Kamerun which 
would run the risk of being incorporated into one colonial 
empire of the other under false pretenses”. 


This clearly reveals the nature of the contention between France and 
the Cameroonian nationalists. On the one hand, the UPC rejected the French 
pretension to administer the territory as an integral part of France or, more 
precisely, as a mere colony (this being contrary to the legal and international 
status of the territory); and on the other hand, it demanded that France return 
to Kamerun the portions of the territory which it had cut off in 1916 and 
attached to its colonies. Like a robber afraid of being publicly exposed, 
colonialism could only hate and try to stifle that party which dare act as a 
witness for prosecution. 
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As far back as November 1949, the UPC, jointly with the Cameroon 
National Federation (CNF) headed by Dr. Endeley, raised the issue of the 
unification of the country on the occasion of the first visit of the United 
Nations mission to Kamerun. Naturally, it simultaneously raised that of 
independence and proposed that the duration of the trusteeship be set at ten 
years starting from December 1946, date of the trusteeship agreements. The 
following year, the UPC further specified its position as well as the process 
for unification: it requested a simultaneous referendum in both parts of the 
country to assess the adhesion of the People to that claim. 

The setting of the end of the trusteeship for 1956 and the proposed 
referendum on unification were the two basic claims reiterated by the 1951 
Kumba congress attended by nationalist organizations won over to the idea 
of reunification (and some double-crossers such as the ESOCAM?). In any 
case, the UPC would henceforth use these. claims as its stock argument and 
the two undisputable political issues conditioning the evolution of the 
country. 

To assess the importance of the issue of the unification for the UPC, 
it may simply be noted that the UPC made it its first, and for a long time its 
main national claim. Contrary to a common belief, the UPC, until at least 
until 1954, did not claim for immediate independence, but rather for the 
immediate reunification of Kamerun. This strategy was justified by the fact 
that for the nationalist party, unification was not only an objective in itself, 
but also an essential step towards a genuine independence. 

On the occasion of his first address before the fourth commission of 
the United Nations on December 17 and 18, 1952, Ruben Um Nyobe raised 
three issues: 


1) Immediate unification of the territory; 

2) Suppression of the terms of Article 4 of the trusteeship 
agreements providing that France shall administer Kamerun 
"as an integral part of its territory"; 


? (Evolution Sociale du Cameroun - political movement created in June 1949 in Sanaga-Maritime 
by Pierre Dimala under the impulse of the colonial administration. The only aim of that movement, 
which later disappeared without trace, was to combat the UPC). 


3) Setting of a deadline for the end of the trusteeship (ie. a 
date for independence); 


He reiterated the same claims on the same rostrum and for the two 
following consecutive years (December 1953 and December 1954). With the 
growth of the popular movement in connection with its watchwords, the UPC 
was quickly led to draw the lessons of the helplessness and hesitations of the 
United Nations Organization dominated by the colonial powers and their 
allies on the one hand, and of the deafness of French colonialism to the 
popular claims and its determination to kill the nationalist movement on the 
other hand. 

On April 22, 1955, it jointly signed with the "Jeunesse Democratique 
du Cameroun" (JDC), the Union Democratique des Femmes du Cameroun" 
(UDEFEC) and the "Union des Syndicats Confédérés du Cameroun" (USCC) 
an important national declaration known as the Common Proclamation, which 
requested the following: 


1) Immediate er.d of the trusteeship 

2) Institution of a sovereign State 

3) Elections before December 1, for a Constituent Assembly 
4) Institution of a provisional Kamerunian government 

5) Creation of a United Nations commission to supervise the 


establishment of the organs of the new State. 


One month after the Common Proclamation, Governor Roland Pre 
and the colonial occupation forces launched a violent repression campaign 
against the nationalists, which resulted in thousands of deaths throughout the 


country. The UPC was banned two months later and compelled to go into” 


clandestinity. But it did not forsake its claims, notably unification. 
Particularly since 1951 the UPC insisted, led an intense campaign to 
convince the United Nations and the administrating powers to organiz: a 
referendum in the territory under French administration and a referendum in 
the territory under English administration so as to convince everyone of what 
had become an evidence, i.e. the desire of the Kamerunians of the two zones 
to reunite, and to rapidly implement that reunification desired by the whole 
country. 
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Therefore, when in 1957, the leadership of the party decided to 
launch a movement in the West Kamerun, it is no surprise that it 
meaningfully bore the name: "One Kamerun". 

Following the "Loi Cadre" of June 1956, Eastern Kamerun became 
a State, acquired internal autonomy in 1957 and had its first government led 
by André Marie Mbida (May 1957). Mbida was overthrown and replaced by 
his deputy, Ahmadou Ahidjo, in February 1958. Um Nyobé was killed that 
same year on September 13, and one month after that assassination, France 
announced, on October 19, 1958, the end of its trusteeship on Eastern 
Kamerun and its accession to independence on January 1, 1960. 

Immediately after this announcement, Ahidjo proclaimed his desire 
to henceforth work for the reunification of the two parts of the country. This 
change of attitude is no surprise as it fell within the strategy adopted by 
French colonialism since the arrival of Roland Pré in Kamerun in December 
1954. That strategy included two components: repress the UPC as savagely 
as possible to physically eradicate it while simultaneously striving to 
devitalize its political struggle by giving the impression to be implementing 
its program. With sugary and very conciliatory words vis-a-vis the West 
Kamerun, Ahidjo advocated a flexible two-State federation. 

From this evolution of the reunification: issue in Eastern Kamerun, 
three essential elements must be retained on the eve of the crucial year of 
1961: 


1. Eastern Kamerun existed as a specific entity named 
Kamerun (despite the amputation of a good part of the 
country integrated by France into its equatorial African 
colonies). 


2 The idea and claim for a unification of the two parts of the 
country had bcen launched, entertained and popularized in 
Eastern Kamerun by the UPC; and for the UPC, unification 
was part and parcel of its anti-imperialist strategy of 
independence: a genuine independence, i.e. out of the French 
Union and the Commonwealth. 


3. ‘ Once the UPC had becn outlawed by the French colonialists 
and their stooges, the idea of reunification was recuperated 
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by the regime in power, but mercly as a propaganda tool to 
try and give a popular basis to Ahidjo's UC (Union 
Camerounaise), and mainly, as a trick to cut the ground from 
under the feet of the nationalists. 


2. THE ISSUE OF UNIFICATION IN KAMERUN 
UNDER BRITISH COLONIZATION 


During the colonial period, two major features differentiated 
Kamerun under British rule from Kamerun under French rule, and these two 
features were to have a significant impact on the attitude of the political 
forces in the Western Kameruns with regard to unification. 

First, this portion of the territory was not administered as a specific 
entity but as an integral part of Nigeria. The political parties created at the 
beginning of the fifties were either small local parties or annexes or local 
sections of Nigerian parties. Individuals such as Endeley and Tandeng 
Muna, Ministers in Nigeria at the beginning of the fifties, were first and 
foremost members of Dr. Nnamdi Azikiwe's National Council of Nigeria and 
Cameroon (NCNC). In fact, the British Kamerun was divided into two parts: 
the Southern and the Northem Kameruns, respectively integrated into the 
Eastern and Northern regions of Nigeria, i.e. two of the three regions then 
constituting Nigeria (which has had a federal constitution since 1954). 

Because of this integration into Nigeria, the British Kamerun had the 
characteristics of a sub-colony. Economically backwards and not much 
developed, it was administered by Nigeria rather than by Great Britain itself. 
In the Southern Kamerun, the presence of a large Ibo community controlling 
a significant share of the wage-earning activities as well as the trade and the’ 
economy resulted in vivid tensions and reinforced its characteristics as a 
sub-colony. People began talking more and more of black imperialism, a 
theme dear to the heart of John Ngu Foncha notably, which was used to 
criticize the colonization of the territory by Ibos from Nigeria, a major 
political factor in this part of the country throughout the colonial period. 

_ The second characteristic of Kamerun under British rule was the 
presence, at least in the Southern Kamerun, of a large community from ‘the 
French ruled Kamerun, constituted of laborers and migrants fleeing from the 
“indigénat" regime, and later, from the political repression unleashed on the 
Upecists by the French colonialists. This community would be the initial 
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unification impulsion force in the British ruled Kamerun, all the more as it 
was totally banned from the political life for lack of Nigerian citizenship. 

In fact, agricultural workers were the first to request the abolition of 
the frontier line between the two Kameruns, at the first Kumba conference 
in 1949, while the traditional chiefs asked for the status of federated State 
within Nigeria. Petitions requesting the suppression of the frontier line were 
submitted to the first United Nations visit mission to Kamerun in 1949. The 
Eastern Kamerun community even created an association, the French 
Cameroon Welfare Union, aimed inter alia at the elimination of the frontier 
line between the two Kameruns and the unification of the two territories. 

One of the very first local political parties, the Cameroon National 
Federation (CNF), was created in 1949. It was headed by Dr. Emmanuel 
Endelcy, a Minister without portfolio in the Nigerian federal government and 
a member of Azikiwe's NCNC as well as of the CDC Board of Directors. 
Initially, the CNF stood for the rcunification of the two parts of Kamerun as 
reflected in its petition to the United Nations visit mission. But 
progressively, it changed its attitude and came out in favor of a specific 
status of the British Kameruns within Nigeria and the reduction (solely) of 
frontier obstacles between the two parts of Kamerun. : 

Its left wing, closer to the views of the UPC and clearly in favor of 
reunification, withdrew to form the Kamerun United National Congress 
(KUNC - note the K!) in 1951. 

A crisis within the government of the Eastern region of Nigeria, to 
which the Southern Kamerun was integrated, led to a split in the NCNC in 
1953. Parliamentarians of Kamerunian origin, among whom Dr. Endeley, 
left the NCNC and created the Kamerun National Congress (KNC) by 
merging the CNF and the KUNC. This episode marks the beginning of an 
identity and even a nationalist awareness among the politicians of the 
Southern Kamerun. The KNC, headed by Dr. Endeley, declared itself in 
favor of a decentralized unification of the two Kameruns. 

But less than one year later, in 1954, the British announced that they 
were granting a "quasi-federated" status to the British Kameruns under the 
new Nigerian constitution. Once again, the KNC and Dr. Endeley changed 
their stance and henceforth rallied the idea of integration into Nigeria. In 
1955 and in rejection of this new political orientation, John Ngu Foncha 
resigned from the KNC to create the KNDP (Kamerun National Democratic 
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Party) with the objective of the reunification of the two Kameruns. He was 
later joined by Solomon Tandeng Muna who left the KNC in 1957. 

The KNC won the first territorial elections (1957) with a slight 
margin, and Endeley became Prime Minister. But in 1958, Great Britain 
announced the independence of Nigeria for 1960 and the end of its 
trusteeship over the Kameruns from that date. The Southern. Kamerun 
became a State with internal autonomy. Fresh elections were organized in 
January 1959. Two political programs confronted each other with regard to 
the future of the territory. Endeley's KNC advocated integration into Nigeria 
while Foncha's KNDP advocated the reunification of the two Kameruns. 
Foncha won the elections and became the new Prime Minister. 

But Foncha was not in a hurry for reunification. Although he had 
used this theme for his electoral campaign, what he actually wanted foremost 
was the accession of the territory to independence as an autonomous entity, 
followed by period during which the territory would have sovereign power 
to govern itself and negotiate the terms of the reunification. At that moment, 
the KNDP stood rather against integration into Nigeria than in favor of 
reunification with the other part of Kamerun. | 

But events were moving fast, first under the pressure of Ahidjo (and 
the French) who were advocating a flexible federation and not a subjugation, 
their statements being likely to allure anglophone Kamerunians aspiring to 
preserve their identity. Events were also moving fast as a result of the 
decision taken by the United Nations on October 16, 1959, to organize a 
referendum latest in March 1961 throughout the British ruled Kamerun on 
these two alternatives: "Integration into Nigeria or reunification with Eastern 
Kamerun". 

On February 20, 1959, a special session of the United Nations 
opened in New York with Kamerun on its agenda. The progressive world 
was already celebrating the reunification and independence of the country. 
Alas, they did not count with the determination and powerful means of the 
colonialist forces. 

For three weeks, the two sides fought a ruthless diplomatic struggle 
whose were nothing else but the future of Kamerun and, more specifically, 
the political process to be implemented for Kamerun to access from 
trusteeship to independence. On one side, there were the colonial powers, 
‘in line with France and Great Britain, and enjoying a strong and remarkable 
support from the United States of America. This side advocated 
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independence without reunification and, worse still, without elections, 
contrary to what had happened elsewhere, notably in Togo. In other words, 
the western powers requested that the United Nations leave the power to 
Ahmadou Ahidjo and let France free to intervene. 

The other side was naturally that of the Kamerunian Nationalists led 
on that occasion by the President of the UPC himself. A graduate from the 
Health Sciences School of Dakar, Félix Roland MOUMIE had been elected 
Vice-President of the UPC at the Dschang congress in 1950 when he was 
still 25 years old. Two years later, he was elected President at the Eséka 
congress. When the UPC was banned in 1955, he fled to Kumba 
(British-ruled Kamerun) with other party leaders, notably OUANDIE Emest 
and Abel KINGUE, Vice-Presidents. The political action he carried out in 
favor of reunification prompted the British to ban the UPC in their turn and. 
expel its leaders to Karthum (Sudan) in July 1957. But, from Cairo and 
Conakry where he successively stayed at the invitation of Nasser and Sékou 
Touré, Dr. Moumié implemented an intense and relentless international 
activity which significantly contributed to the information of the world about 
Kamerun's cause, i.e. independence and reunification. It was therefore no 
surprise if, in this decisive diplomatic battle, he was the one to confront the 
colonial powers at the rostrum of the United Nations. 

In its resolution voted on March 14, 1959, at the end its debates, the 
United Nations sided with France, Great Britain and the United States. In 
a statement released in Cairo on April 1, 1959, Moumié and the UPC 
Executive Committee drew the lessons of that defeat: 


"For twelve years, the Kamerunian People organized 
itself and struggled with faith in the principles of the United 
Nations Charter. For twelve years, instead of following from 
the onset the successful course implemented elsewhere, the 
Kamerunian People trusted in the United Nations to achieve 
the essential objectives of the international trusteeship 
regime. For twelve years, the Kamerunian People would not 
believe that the United Nations could use its eminent 
authority to cover the colonial powers. 

The battle of petitions and verbosities took an end in 
New York. Henceforth, we shall continue to resist to 
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oppression in the way other people subjected to the arbitrary 
successfully did". 


This decision of the United Nations was an important concession to 
British colonialism and to the political forces standing in favor of integration 
into Nigeria, such forces having recently been disavowed by their electorate. 
In fact, in order to influence the decision of the United Nations, Great Britain 
had earlier published a report prepared by its own experts, which concluded 
to the financial inviability of the territory (cf. Chisik and Phillipson's report). 

By formulating the question as proposed by Great Britain and its 
Kamerunian allies, the international organization took into consideration 
neither the results of the election recently hela in the British Southern 
Kamerun, nor the results of a plebiscite recently conducted in the British 
Northern Kamerun, the outcome of both of which had been a clear rejection 
of the idea of integration into Nigeria. For us, it is obvious that the views 
expressed on that occasion by Félix Roland MOUMIE on behalf of the UPC 
and all the Kamerunian nationalists were then the only ones in line with the 
interests of both parts of Kamerun and the results of the voting in the British 
Kameruns. That UPC position may be summed up as follows: General 
Amnesty, Reunification, Elections and then, Independence. But the 
disad vantage of this position was that it nibbed the Paris and London drawn 
neocolonialist plans and projects in the bud. Hence, it was fiercely opposed 
and eventually rejected by the United Nations. 

_ For the President of the UPC, History would retain that the United 
Nation left Kamerun in a stalemate. A stalemate ? ‘We are still deep in it! 

Moumié died in Geneva on November 3, 1960, poisoned by William 
Bechtel, an agent of the French secret services, only 3 months before the 
referendum in the British-ruled Kamerun. 

The projected referendum was therefore organized on February 11 
and 12, 1961. A little earlier, Dr. Endeley's KNC and Mbile's KPP, both 
parties being in favor of integration into Nigeria, had merged to form the 
Cameroon People's National Congress (CPNC - note the return of the C!) 
headed by Dr. Endeley. Foncha and the KNDP campaigned for reunification 
while Endeley and the CPNC stood for integration into Nigeria. The 
reunification option won by 237,571 votes (97,741 votes against). And it 
was only then that the terms of the reunification began being negotiated 
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whereas Eastern Kamerun had been a juridically independent republic for 
over a year! 

As regards the evolution of the British Northern Kamerun, it should 
be summarily recalled that, contrary to the British Southern Kamerun, it had 
never experienced any independent administration. The major, if not the sole 
political party in the territory was Ahmadou Bello's NPC (Bello being a 
Sadauna from Sokoto). Not up to 1% of the population could read and write 
and the territory was extremely landlocked. 

However, during an earlier plebiscite organized in the territory in 
november 1959, the population clearly voted against integration into Nigeria. 
Normally and without Great Britain's tricks, the United Nations need not 
have organized a second referendum. 

During the 1961 referendum, the British did everything in their 
power to fabricate the result they desired, i.e. in favor of the integration into 
Nigeria. First, they did not abide by the recommendations of the United 
Nations requesting that a specific administration be set up in the territory as 
a matter of priority. Secondly, they organized a systematic and massive 
rigging of the election. The voting population suddenly increased by 170% 
through the registration of Nigerians on the voting list. The elections were 
conducted by the Nigerian administration under the strengthened "protection" 
of the Nigerian police. The integration into Nigeria was thus proclaimed and 
ratified by the United Nations. Hence, the Northern British Kamerun would 
not partake in the reunification of the Kameruns. 


3. THE FEDERAL PARENTHESIS (1961-1972) 


By referendum, the Southern British Kamerun voted on February 11, 
1961, for reunification with the other Kamerun, the former French colony. 
But from the onset, this reunification stood on a very imbalanced basis. 

First, Eastern Kamerun had been an independent State (at least 
juridically) implementing its own constitution since 1960; this was far from 
being the case with the Southern Kamerun which moved directly from 
integration into Nigeria to reunification with the other Kamerun. 
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Secondly and with regard to their population sizes and their surface 
areas, the gap was important between the two parts of Kamerun, to the 
detriment of the Southern Kamerun which covered a mere 45,000 km? for 
800,000 inhabitants whereas Eastern Kamerun covered 430,000 km? for 
3,200,000 people. 

Lastly, and notwithstanding the intrinsic underdevelopment of the 
former French Kamerun, the Southern Kamerun was comparatively more 
backward and lacked exploited resources. In fact, it was on the basis of a 
study conducted by the British (see Chisik and Sidney Phillipson's report) on 
the economic and financial resources of the territory - a probably biased 
study which concluded to its inviability - that the British administration 
proposed a referendum on the integration into Nigeria or the unification with 
Eastern Kamerun rather than a possible independence of the Southern 
Kamerun. 

On the other hand, at the moment reunification was being negotiated 
Ahidjo had the French behind him whereas the British had abandoned their 
former colony now obliged to fend for itself. This general imbalance would 
impact considerably on the future federation. 

Federation was set up during a conference held in Foumban from 
July 17 to 21, 1961, by Ahidjo and an anglophone delegation led by Foncha. 

From the onset, Ahidjo, who for the past two years had proposed a 
flexible federation of the two States, changed his stance and tone.. He no 
longer wanted a jointly drafted constitution and asserted that he would only 
accept, for the federation, a few amendments to the constitution of the 
Republic of Cameroon, i.e. his own constitution. The imbalance of forces 
and the total absence of a nation-wide political project helped Ahidjo impose 
his point of view. 

It is no surprise therefore if the Foumban constitution was only 
federal in name. Here are some of its major features: 


I. The State was over-centralized and combined a presidential regime 
at the federal level with a parliamentarian regime at the level of the federated 
States. The federal president appointed the prime ministers of the federated 
States, which meant that the latter actually controlled no domain of 
sovereignty. 

2. The constitution granted practically all authority to the federal State 
and no specific powers to the federated States, except for residual ones, i.e. 
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powers non-explicitly identified and bestowed on the federal government 
(Article 38). The federated States were only granted some powers on a 
temporary basis (Art. 5 and 6) for a period which anglophone leaders 
believed would last from 15 to 20 years and which Ahidjo estimated at 2 or 
3 years! The articles referred to herein above tell enough on the content of 
the Foumban federalism and deserve to be quoted in their entirety: 


Article 5. - The following shall fall within the competence 
of the federal authorities: nationality; status of aliens; rules 
pertaining to law conflicts; national defence; foreign affairs; 
internal and external security of the federal State; emigration 
and immigration; control and organization of credit; external 
economic relations (notably trade agreements); currency; 
drafting of the federal budget and determination of all types 
of taces and revenues to meet the federal budgetary needs; 
higher education and scientific research; information and 
radio; foreign financial and technical assistance; post and 
telecommunications; aerial navigation and meteorofogy; 
mines and geological research; geographical cover of the 
territory; status of the federal public service and magistrates; 
organization and functioning of the Federal Court of Justice; 
territorial borders of the federated States; organization of 
services needed to exercise these powers. 

Article 6. - The following shall also fall within the 
competence of the federal authorities: regime of public rights 
and freedoms; property regime and status of individuals; 
regime of obligations and contracts in civil and commercial 
matters; organization of justice, including the rules of 
procedures and competencies applicable to all jurisdictions 
(except the customary courts of the West Cameroon, this 
exception itself not being applicable to the appeals submitted 
in connection with judgments rendered by such courts); 
criminal law; transportation means likely to be of federal 
interest (by land, rail, rivers, sea and air) and ports; 
administration of prisons; land tenure system; labor 
legislation; public health; secondary and technical education; 
administrative organization; weights and measures. 
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With regard to the powers listed in this article, the 
authorities of the federated States shall continue to legislate 
on the related administrative services and manage them until 
the national federal Assembly or the president of the 
Republic, as the case may be, decide to exercise the powers 
devolved upon them. 

The executive or legislative authorities of the 
federated States shall cease to be competent in all these 
matters when the federal authorities take over 


3. The constitution provided for no autonomous financial resources for 
the federated States, therefore depriving them of any means of exercising real 
power, specially in connection with any matter or circumstance where the 
federal State could oppose their policy. 


4. The constitution provided for a single Chamber (the National 
Assembly) whereas in similar instances, it is customary to have a senate in 
order to ensure an equal representation of the federating States. 


That is the clumsy base from which the Federal Republic of 
Cameroon started on October 1, 1961, official date of the federation. It was 
clear for Ahidjo and his regime that federation was a mere juridical transition 
stage towards a unitary State, the matter being an almost totally granted fact 
as concerned its political content. 

Hence, he strove to shorten the transition as much as he could, with 
the objective complicity of the anglophone political (and business!) elite, the 
leaders of the KNDP, notably John Ngu Foncha and Solomon Tandeng 
Muna. 

Therefore, at the political level, the one-party system was instituted 
in actual fact as far back as 1962, and officially in 1966 through the 
absorption of the KNDP by Ahidjo's UC which then became the CNU. 
Henceforth, there would no longer be any institution to express the 


? (Translators note: We were unable to lay hands on the original English version of the 1961 
Constitution. The reader should therefore bear with us and, if possible and necessary, refer to that original 
version). 
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anglophone specificity. It is evident that this episode in the setting up of the 
one-party system marks a decisive turning point in the evolution of the 
federation in Kamerun and in the process which ultimately led to its 
discontinuation. j 

The one-party system was already a matter of fact as far back as 
1962 in the francophone part of the country. Ahidjo had requested that those 
of the political leaders (Bebey Eyidi, Okala, Mbida, Mayi Matip) who still 
opposed him be arrested and imprisoned. Only the UPC, forced to take to 
the maquis, to exile and to clandestinity, continued to resist Ahmadou 
Ahidjo's UC. 

At the federal level, things became clearer that same year. On April 
27, 1962, the UC and the KNDP signed an agreement to share the country 
into spheres of influence: the Eastern Kamerun for the UC and the Western 
Kamerun for the KNDP. The KNDP was not opposed to the one-party 
system, but Foncha wished to first set up a single "anglophone" party while 
Ahidjo would be setting up a single "francophone" party (each of them 
absorbing the other parties of course!). The federal party would then result 
from a merger of the two single parties. Endeley's CPNC wanted a direct 
merger with the UC. Tandeng Muna, excluded from the KNDP in 1965, 
created the Cameroon United Congress - CUC (here again, note the return 
of the "C"). The CUC professed to be the UC of the Western Kamerun and 
provided all assistance to Ahidjo in-his endeavor to implement his own 
conception of the one-party system. Therefore, instead of striving to 
maintain and strengthen the pluralism necessary for the preservation of the 
federation, the main parties of the anglophone Kamerun strove to merge with 
the UC into one single party. 

In fact, it was obvious that the absorption of the KNDP, the CPNC 
and the CUC by the UC would be a fatal blow to federalism. It would 
neither be exaggerated nor contrary to truth to say that one of the major 
reasons for the institution of the one-party system was the desire to put an 
end to federalism and institute a larger, more far reaching and direct personal 
power of Ahidjo over the country. As he himself explained in his general 
policy report to the first CNU congress in March 1966 in Garoua, the first 
concern after the birth of the one party was to set up specific organs for the 
CNU (from cells to sections) in the West Kamerun where the UC had been 
absent up to that time. Ahmadou Ahidjo therefore found himself at the helm 
of a structure extending throughout the entire territory, an autocratic party of 


28 


I aa a aaa, 


which he was the undisputed and sole head. He could thus alternatively use 
the party and the administration as he wished, in order to circumvent any 
difficulty likely to arise from the administration as a result of the federal 
structure. 

In an interview with Jeune Afrique in December 1972, i.e. six 
months after the end of the federal regime, Ahidjo underscored the 
importance of the one party system as a step towards the elimination of 
federalism. After he had enumerated the institution of bilingualism, the 
standardization of currencies, weights and measures, of the penal code, of the 
labor code and regulations (standardization to be understood as frenchization) 
as steps within this unity process, he added: 


"On the other hand, we have pursued national unity at the 
political level. We started by setting up a working committee 
including the two majority parties within the federation : the 
"Union Camerounaise" for the former East Cameroon and 
the Kamerun National Democratic Party for the former West 
Cameroon. The two parties presented common candidates in 
the 1965 legislative elections. The unification process thus 
initiated was to result in September 1966 in the free merger 
of the four legal parties existing throughout the federation 
and the birth of the Cameroon National Union which 
embodied the desire for unity and the community of 
objectives of the Cameroon people. [...] Under such 
circumstances, was it necessary to persist with the federal 
experiment?” 


As regards the devotion of the party to himself and his regime, 
Ahidjo lauded it at the Garoua congress: 


"I shall first of all recall that on February 18, 1968, at the 
initiative of the National Council, the party and the 
Cameroonian people at large celebrated the tenth anniversary 
of the regime which we embody, thus paying homage to the 
work we have accomplished often under arduous conditions 
since February 18, 1958". 
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This fact could not escape anyone. People are often heard to say that 
Ahidjo did not abide by the Foumban constitution; but what they steadily 
forget to add is that it is precisely after the institution of the one-party 
system, to which the anglophone political elite had actively collaborated, that 
the president of the CNU and at the same time president of the Federal 
Republic began bit by bit to amend that constitution in order to establish an 
absolute dictatorship which even the mock federalism would no longer 
oppose. The first amendment allowed him, after the 1967 legislative 
elections, to appoint Tandeng Muna prime minister of the federated State of 
West Kamerun without the opinion and investiture of the legislative assembly 
of that State as specified in the 1961 constitution. Later, an amendment in 
November 1969 allowed him inter alia to appoint the same Muna both 
vice-president of the federal State and prime minister of West Kamerun. It 
is therefore clear that the anglophone political elites and all other individuals 
who did not oppose Ahidjo, or who, like John Ngu Foncha, Tandeng Muna, 
Endeley, Ngom Jua and imany others, contributed to the institution of the 
one-party system, bear an important share of responsibility with regard to the 
evolution which has led to the present situation. 

On the other hand, from 1962, the country had been divided into six 
administrative regions, each one headed by a federal inspector answerable 
directly to Ahidjo, the federal president. The West Kamerun, a federated 
State with a prime minister, became one and a single administrative region 
with a federal inspector receiving instructions directly from Ahidjo. This 
duality of the authority in the West Kamerun aimed at further MPRÇAUNE the 
authority of the anglophone government. 

Under the pretext of fighting the rebellion (i.e. the UPC), repression 
forces heretofore unknown beyond the Mungo river (and notably the 
gendarmerie) settled in the anglophone Kamerun while maintaining their 
headquarters in the francophone Kamerun. Little by little, the culture and 
political customs of the region were destroyed and replaced with those of the 
francophone Kamerun. At this stage, it is worth recalling that the repressive, 
brutal and savage character of the State in the French Kamerun and the risk 
that the British Kamerun may loose its specific political culture had been the 
two major arguments developed by the CPNC and other opponents of the 
reunification of the two Kameruns. Wasn't the government of Ahidjo and 
Foncha proving them right in the eyes of many? 
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At the socio-economic and cultural levels, Ahidjo quickly took steps 
to integrate the anglophone Kamerun into the French sphere of influence. 
The CFA franc was imposed as the sole national currency by an ordinance 
dated January 17, 1962. Decrees were promulgated to regulate importation 
licenses and restructure trade and consumption in the anglophone zone. The 
French metric system and the right-hand drive were imposed in 1963. 

The federal university created in 1961 actually remained a French 
university and Yaoundé, the federal capital, remained a totally francophone 
town. However, some people kept ringing the alarm bell, including most 

| prominent individuals such as late Bernard FONLON", and calling the 
attention to the discomforting situation prevailing more and more. As regards 
bilingualism, it clearly appeared that it was a matter - consciously designed 
or not - of frenchizing the anglophone Kamerun. In fact, some State bodies 

. like the army remained (and almost officially) francophone. 

It is worth recalling Ahidjo's opinion on bilingualism in 1972 when, 
before the National Assembly on May 4, he used this argument inter alia to 

| justify the elimination of federal structure: 


"Indeed, the federal structure was adopted at the time of 
reunification only to give our West Cameroon compatriots 
the assurance that the heritage they were bringing after more 
than forty years of separation would not be ignored, and 
} better still, would be taken into account in the framework of 
| a bilingual and multi-cultural State. In this respect, we must, 
} Ladies and Gentlemen, note two things. In the end, it is at 
| the level of the federation, i.e. at that of a central power 
} extending throughout the entire nation, that bilingualism and 

multi-culturalism better expressed themselves. At the level 
’ of the federated States, no specific effort has been initiated 
to institute them in public life or primary schools." 


# Former KNDP Deputy and Federal Minister several times, Prof. Bernard FONLON was 


’ particularly renowned as Editor of A bbia (a political and cultural review founded in the early sixties) 
as well as for his stance in favor cultural equality between the two national communities. He notably 

Q stresses on the necessity for a genuine bilingualism of the State. 
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This is how the federalism born from the 1961 reunification evolved 
- a transitory federalism which, as Ahidjo envisioned, would last only till 
1964 and which only survived a few other years due to some contingencies 
within the East Kamerun political class. Hence, when Ahidjo decided on 
May 4, 1972 to close the federalism parenthesis, it was merely a logical, 
normal and planned outcome of the process initiated in 1961, which 
consisted in integrating the anglophone Kamerun (previously an integral part 
of Nigeria) into the Republic of Kamerun, a French neo-colony. It is worth 
noting once more that only the combatant and active UPC denounced this 
coup which could not have been possible or at least easily carried out 
without the complicity and compromising attitude of the anglophone politica! 
elite! 
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CHAPTER I 


THE ANGLOPHONE PROBLEM: 
A GENUINE AND NATIONAL ISSUE 


1. THE ANGLOPHONE PROBLEM TODAY 


Thirty years after the reunification and twenty years after the 
institution of the unitary State, there is undoubtedly an anglophone problem 
marked by the claim for a return to federalism. The holding of the All 
Anglophone Conference in June 1993 following Biya's fake debate, and the 
success of the October 1 strike in the North West and South West revealed 
the real impact of this claim as well as the extent of the issues at stakes 
beyond the demands of the political elite. All this foremost reflects a 
balance sheet, the negative balance sheet of a certain type of reunification 
and national unity as implemented by the Ahidjo and Biya regimes since 
1961. This balance sheet underscores the necessity for new political 
practices which themselves require first of all a clear understdnding of the 
problems. 

In fact, we raised most of those problems in our rapid historical 
overview of the federal republic. First and foremost, there is the poor 
representation of the anglophones in the real decision-making spheres of the 
country. 

Already, under the federal republic, the vice-president (an 
anglophone) only held an honorary position with no tangible power. After the 
elimination of this position in 1972, the first anglophone personality became 
the speaker of the national assembly. The creation, in 1975, of the position 
of prime minister, the holder of which would in 1979 become the 
constitutional successor to the president of the Republic in case of 
unavailability of the latter - a position held by a francophone (Paul Biya) - 
clearly demonstrated that for Ahidjo, there was no question of an anglophone 
ever becoming president of the Republic. The CPDM and France recently 
and unquestionably confirmed this trend on the occasion of the presidential 
election of October 11, 1992. This is a very serious issue, likely to sustain 
and intensify frustrations and separatist ideas. 

Furthermore and for 30 years, a certain number of real 
decision-making centers have remained inaccessible to anglophones. Such 
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has been the case with the General Secretariat or the Civil Cabinet at the 
Presidency of the Republic, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of: 
Territorial Administration or that of Defence. Such has also been the case 
with the management of some State companies, parastatals and organizations 
such as the SNH, the CNPS, the SONEL, the SNEC, the CRTV etc., and 
even the SONARA, although the latter is established in Limbé in the 
anglophone zone. It is not the position of prime minister awarded for the first 
time to an anglophone and devoid of any power which shall help lessen 
frustrations, on the contrary! 

An article recently published by Cameroon Post and entitled Telltale 
signs of marginalisation points to the fact that anglophones only account for 
9.5% of the Presidency staff, 8% of that of the Finance, 11% in the territorial 
command, 16% in the national education, 15% in the higher education, 7% 
at the Defense, 13.8% at the National Assembly, 7% at the CNPS, 10.7% of 
the directors of State companies etc. Yet, it should be reminded that under 
the ethnic and regional balance policy dear to the regime, government order 
No. 010467/MFPDC of October 4, 1982 grants them 20% of the places in 
all the competitive exams conducted for entrance into the various categories 
of the public service. 

The second frustration is at the cultural level. Anglophone 
Kamerunians are convinced that the official bilingualism only aims at 
frenchizing their community. The capital of the country and the central 
administration therein have remained near to completely francophone in spite 
of the official declarations and more than thirty years of "bilingualism". 

The education issue is probably the most poignant inasmuch as 
education ensure the reproduction and hence the long term survival of the 
system. The extent to which teachers and parents mobilized during the 

General Certificate of Education (GCE) ‘crisis for more than three months 
despite the repression and intimidations of the regime has been noticeable. 
Although this harsh battle resulted in the creation of an independent GCE 
board, it revealed the seriousness and tangibility of the problem! 

In spite of the proclamations and declarations of intent of the 
successive governments, no genuine reform has been devised for the past 
thirty years to organize a single education system for Kamerun. All the 
government could do with régard to the GCE crisis was to clamor against the 
politization of the issue and create a Baccalaureate Board. This attitude of 
the government shades some more light on a simple established fact 
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acknowledgeable by anyone reviewing the evolution of the country since 
reunification: Kamerun still doesn't have a harmonized education system, and 
this because of the conservative and stiff positions of the francophone and 
anglophone elites in power, each of them only struggling to preserve its 
position and its training mould instead of striving for a united Kamerun. 
This lack of harmonization obviously functions to the detriment of the 
anglophone youth as they climb from one education level to the next. 

For instance, the University of Yaoundé, even at the time it was 
called the Federal University, has always and foremost been a francophone 
university where anglophone students in some departments scarcely 
succeeded - not that much because of language barriers than because of the 
differences between the education systems at primary and secondary levels. 
The anglophones are virtually barred from engineering schools such as the 
Polytechnic School. The allocation of scholarships to study in foreign 
countries has often been denounced as inequitable. In a memorandum 
addressed to Paul Biya and published by Cameroon Post, anglophone 
students took the example of the year 1984 when a total of 50 anglophone 
students were granted scholarships for studies abroad as compared to more 
than 1,000 scholarships ‘awarded to francophone students for France and 
Belgium alone. In short, the anglophone community is convinced that it is 
subject to cultural domination and imperialism. It is therefore significant that 
its claims often boil down to one major demand: the recognition of the 
bi-cultural status of the State. 

The third (and not. the least important) frustration is at the 
socio-economic level. The Western Kamerun, except for the oil industry in 
Limbé, has remained as underdeveloped as it was in the sixties. Lack of 
roads, total lack of industries (notably in the North West), all these elements 
contribute to maintain an evident imbalance which is a source of frustrations. 
For instance, Anglophones point to the fact that, in spite of the high 
unemployment rate in the region, most SONARA employees come from the 
francophone region. Numerous other similar instances may be quoted. In 
his resignation letter to Paul Biya as Vice-President of the CPDM on June 
9, 1990, John Ngu Foncha wrote the following with regard to those economic 
development issues in the West Kamerun: 


"All projects of the former West Cameroon I had either 
initiated or held very dear to my heart had to be taken over, 
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mismanaged and ruined e.g. Cameroon Bank, West 
Cameroon Marketing Board, WABA in WUM, West 
Cameroon Cooperative Movement. 

- Whereas I spent all my life fighting to have the deep sea 
port of Limbé developed, this project had to be shelved and 
instead, an expensive pipeline is to be built from SONARA 
in Limbé to Douala in order to pipe the oil to Douala. 

- All the roads in West Cameroon my government had either 
built, improved or maintained were allowed to deteriorate 
making Kumba-Mamfé, Mamfé-Bamenda, 
Bamenda-Wum-Nkambé, Bamenda-Momo inaccessible by 
road at certain times of the year. These important road 
projects were shelved even after petrol produced enough 
money for building them and Limbé sea port. 

- All programs of employment appointments etc. meant to 
promote adequate regional representation in government and 
its services have been revised or changed at the expense of 
those who stood for truth and justice. They are identified as 
"Foncha-men" and put aside. 

- The anglophone Cameroonians whom I brought into the 
union have been ridiculed and referred to as "les Biafrais", 
"les ennemis dans la maison", "les traitres" etc. and the 
constitutional provisions which protected this anglophone 
minority have been suppressed, their voice drowned while 
the rule of the gun has replaced the dialogue which the 
Anglophones cherish very much. 

- The national media has been used by the government 
through people who never voted for unification to misinform 
the citizens about Bamenda and deliberate lies have been 
told over the mass media all in attempt to isolate 
Anglophone Cameroonians who voted for unification and 
subject them to hatred and more discrimination and 
harassment from other Cameroonians..." 


Coming from one of the main architects of the 1961 reunification, 


these words need not be commented. 


37 


Finally, the anglophone community - or at least its elite - cannot be 
indifferent to the strong presence and influence of France in the country. 
Again, the last presidential elections and the confiscation of power by Biya 
with the support of France can only contribute to re-open an old sore. 
Kamerun's application for membership of the Commonwealth is not in itself 
a beginning of a solution and even less a solution to this issue of extreme 
subjection to France. 

For all these reasons and others not developed herein, the anglophone 
elite clamors for the institution of federalism which would allow them 
manage the main aspects of public life in this part of the country. The 
impact of the recent strike launched to commemorate October 1, 1961, 
official date of the reunification, reflects the fact that the claim is not merely 
that of the elites, and that at least a good portion of the population of the 
West Kamerun feels involved. 

The All Anglophone Conference (AAC) proposed a draft constitution 
to institute federalism. After some indecision, the SDF and other parties 
publicly rallied the idea of federalism. The AAC draft constitution provides 
for a federal republic with two or more States enjoying large powers and a 
well defined domain of sovereignty. It provides for a senate, a rotating 
presidency of the republic (according to the number of Sates) ‘and a special 
status for the federal capital city. 

On the other side, the CPDM and the other CNU heirs (including the 
government UPC) do not want to hear anything about federalism, and the 
CPDM even feigns to ignore the problem. In a televised speech in May 
1993, during which he reduced the necessary debate on the institutions and 
the future of the country to a mere vocabulary quarrel with his own 
government, Paul Biya attempted to close down the debate on this issue by 
referring to the 1972 referendum. The success of the anglophone meeting 
in Buéa the following month revealed that this attempt was a waste of effort. 

But worst still is the attitude of the regime. By maintaining a total 
blackout and some sort of embargo on the issue of federalism, the present 
Government, with the objective complicity of the proponents of secession, 
is waging a kind of incongruous "political civil war" against the issue. The 
proponents of federalism are presented no more no less as subversive people 
and enemies of national unity. A contrario, in order to appear as a 
"responsible patriot", one should therefore accept the unbearable status quo. 
Yet everyone knows that the more a claim relating to the culture and identity 
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of a community is stifled, the more it becomes virulent and the more 
positions and stances become radical, whether the claim is justified or not. 

Conversely, the attitude of the Union for Change seems to us more 
in line with the scope of this national issue. Being an alliance of opposition 
parties, the Union for Change includes political structures favorable, in the 
current situation, to a federal form of State (SDF, ADD etc.) and others 
which, while advocating the transformation of the State, are not favorable to 
federalism at the present stage of our society (UPC-MANIDEM and UFDC 
notably). But all these parties agree on three major points: 


1) the urgent necessity of a democratic State whatever be its 
form, 

2) the necessity of a national, democratic and representative 
forum to debate notably on the form of the State, 

3) the approval of any new institutions par the Kamerunian : 


People by referendum. 


In this way, do we not have far more chances of setting up 
institutions largely accepted by the People (whatever be the specific positions 
of this or that party or this or that organization), instead of institutions which 
would continue to be imposed to the People and result in a perpetual political 
stalemate? 


2. FEDERALISM : WHAT IT IS NOT 


Conventionally, federalism may be defined as a system based on a 
territorial sharing of power between States (called federated States) and a 
central authority called the federal State. The federated States may not repeal 
powers bestowed upon the federal States and, likewise, the federal State may 
not unilaterally rescind the prerogatives of the federated States. Implemented 
for the first time under the constitution of the United States of America, 
federalism has been adopted by many countries throughout the world 
(Federal Germany, Canada, Switzerland, USSR, Nigeria, etc.), each taking 
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into account its own historic peculiarities. This means that there is not only 
one, but many types of federalism. 
However, under its classical form, fédéralisht entails at least three 


things : 


1) an organic autonomy of the federated States which may thus 
organize themselves on the basis of rules laid down either in 
the federal constitution or their own individual constitutions: 

2) fields of competence bestowed upon the federated States 
beside those recognized to the central State, and common 
prerogatives shared by both the federated and federal States; 

3) a material autonomy in general und a financial autonomy in 
particular, in the absence of which the federated States have 
no genuine power and without which their competencies, 
even it clearly laid down in the constitution, remain purely 
theoretical. 


At this juncture, it must be noted that the 1961 federation in 
Kamerun practically abode by none of these criteria. It is no surprise that it 
was labelled as a pseudo-federation. Ahidjo was fully aware of this, but for 
him, federalism was a transitory step. In the interview with Jeune Afrique 
mentioned above, he stated: 


"We have indicated that from the onset, federalism in our 
mind was a necessary step in the process towards national 
unity. Our will to go further did not only stem from the 
fundamental objectives of our action; it was already 
inscribed in the very structures of federation (underlined by 
B. Louka). You know that from the onset, the competencies 
of the federated States were curtailed as much as possible so 
that the federal State may efficiently play its role of 
unification, impetus provider and control agent of the 
national conglomeration. The possibility was also provided - 
and was implemented - for the federal State to appropriate 
some powers left to the federated States which could thus 
wither until their disappearance". 
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issue at stake, we must note a "federal Sate" is as much antithetical to 
“unitary State" as a "centralized State" is the opposite of a "decentralized 
State". In spite of the numerous and various forms and degrees embodied in 
federalism, which make the demarcation line between this notion and that of 
decentralization unclear, federalism and decentralization are not identical 
concepts; far from that ! In the third world, the federalist trend is rather 
towards centralization (like in Nigeria and Kamerun from 1961 to 1972), 
| while federalism in Switzerland, Canada or the United States is rather 
decentralized. We shall explain more about this issue of decentralization 
later; but, at this point, we simply wish to underscore the mere fact that the 
manifest failure of the Kamerunian State, which is both unitary and hyper- 
[ centralized, does not necessarily mean that the solution to our problem lies 
in a federal form of State. 
| On the other hand, does federalism mean secession ? Of course not! 
Such a propaganda, promoted on the one hand by a regime unable to cope 
with the problems of the Nation and, on the other hand, objectively 
encouraged and supported by people who want to substitute blackmail by 
| secession to the necessary debate, is not likely to help serenely find a 
solution to the national issue at stake. Besides, some countries only conceive 
their unity in the form of a federation. Once more, this does not mean that 
a solution which may be good for Canada or Switzerland will necessarily 
profit Kamerun today. | 

There is a last confusion to be underscored : does federalism 
necessarily mean democracy ? Of course not, once again ! Each free country 
chooses its own organization system based on its history and immediate 
contingencies. If Germany adopted the federal system and does probably not 
envision to change it, this does not mean that it is more democratic than 
| France or Great Britain which are unitary States. Despite obvious social 
( progress, the former Soviet Union was not a model of democracy and the 
combating UPC denounced this situation many times in the past. Today the 
soviet federation has fallen apart after some internal wars, some of which are 


| Still at the conventional level and in order to somewhat clarify the 
| 


| still raging today. Federalism did not prevent the United States of America 
(fatherland of this system) from applying racial discrimination to Negroes 
} deprived for centuries of all civic rights and still relatively marginelized 
today at the political and socio-economic levels. Finally, let us recall that 
} Ahidjo's Kamerun was federal from 1961 to 1972. It was still federal when 
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Emest Ouandié, the last historical UPC leader, a man who had striven all his 
life for the advent of democracy in Kamerun, was tried and assassinated. 


3. THE STATE MUST BE CHANGED 


1. For us, the problems underlying the claim for a return to 
federalism are genuine and must be grasped as those of Kamerun as a whole 
and not as those of the Anglophones. The federalism issue should no longer 
be taboo and should be examined with all the seriousness befitting a major 
national issue. It seems evident to us that the most appropriate context for 
such a debate is the Sovereign National Conference! In fact, one justification 
for that conference is that it is the ideal setting for a debate on major national 
issues pertaining to the foundations of a new republic. But failing a National 
Conference or until it holds, the question of the form of the State can not be 
eluded in any serious debate on our institutions. The problem is that the 
present regime has shown that it is afraid of any debate even when 
announced by itself. 

D}, The question is wrongly formulated when it is wrapped up 
in terms of "for or against federalism", and the debate is perverted from the 
onset for many reasons. First because the formulation above tends to imply 
that what is essential is the form of the State or the fact that one has two or 
many more States instead of a single one. For us, it is not foremost a matter 
of form of the State, but that distribution of power within the society. The 
history of our country clearly shows that one may have a fundamentally 
identical State under a federal pattern (from 1961 to 1972) and a unitary 
pattern (from 1972 to date). The real problem is that of the construction of 
a democratic State. Indeed, what advantage would the large majority of 
Kamerunians from the two zones gain from 2, 3 or 10 federated dictatorships 
instead of a unitary dictatorship? 

Secondly, one of the reasons for the failure of reunification under the 
federal pattern is that it lacked a political scheme to be implemented each 
side of the Mungo by parties which, in fact, only used reunification as a 
circumstantial political opportunity. The UC used this popular theme merely 
to take root and gain ground (notably in the South of the country). The 
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KNDP lacked a national political scheme and served as a supplementary 
force for Ahidjo who was afraid of the UPC nationalism. Some long-term. 
opponents of the reunification probably pride themselves today that they 
were right in 1961. But in fact, the course of events since then has not 
justified the Mbidas and Endeleys who opposed reunification, but rather the 
Kamerunians who had a genuinely nationalist scheme for Kamerun - a 
scheme likely to mobilize and unite the whole country. And in this light, we 
are today faced with the same problem. Do we have a scheme for Kamerun? 
Which problem do we want to solve by adopting this or that form of State? 
This, to our opinion, is the crucial issue or at least, the one which should 
have precedence over the problem of the form of the State. The real issue 
is the construction of a State at the service of the People. 

It is manifest that a certain number of organizations and groups seek 
foremost to solve the problem of the anglophone elites marginalized in the 
exercise of power. This is a legitimate concern which we take into account, 
but our concern lays deeper; it pertains to the marginalization of the People 
and hence, anglophone problems become francophone problems and 
vice-versa, without any negation of the specificities inherited from history, 
which we must necessarily integrate. 

3. More specifically, the transformation of the State notably 
entails the following: 

- New institutions (and particularly, more democratic ones) 

- À restructuring of the administration and public service (new 
organization, new operating principles with a view to an 
increased flexibility and efficiency and to the establishment 
of a genuinely "public" service) 

- New structures and a different geographical distribution of 
power (the central State being relieved of prerogatives likely 
to be better exercised at other levels) 

- The modification of the relationships between the citizen, the 
society and the State (by limiting the prerogatives of the 
State and promoting the establishment of checks and 
balances). 

The fundamental objectives sought by such modifications obviously 
derive from the political orientations underlying them and from the analysis 
made of the generalized crisis in the country. For the us, there are three such 
objectives: 
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a) A different organization of the economy (more streamlined 
and efficient) with a view to a different type of development 


b) A sound democratization of society entailing the 
management of their own public life by citizens and a freer 
citizenship 

c) A genuine national unity exercised in conformity with the 


interests of the People and based on the unity of that People 
with a view to promoting their own interests, a more genuine 
national unity taking into account the diversity of our local 
cultures and ways of life. 


The State is not only - and by far - the most significant economic 
unit, it is also the most important economic factor and tool. To assess the 
pivotal role of the State in the economy, one only need consider the 
importance of the portfolio of the SNI (Société Nationale d'Investissement), 
the status and weight of public corporations (SONEL, SNEC, SNH etc.), but 
also the administration as regards its regulatory functions and its various 
supervision services. Therefore, the bankruptcy of the Kamerun State 
necessarily entails that of the economy. Hence, it becomes clear that, in 
order to revitalize our economy, it is essential to restore the State. To 
produce more, distribute and share out better, the State needs to be 
reorganized and transformed. Take for instance an important and strategic 
sector such as lumbering, you will be amazed at the fact that in Bertoua, no 
one can tell the quantity of lumbers produced in the Eastern Province. 
Likewise in Yaoundé where not even the Minister supposedly in charge of 
forestry can tell, because no one is concerned and even because the East 
Province is too far. Laissez-faire and excessive centralization are some of 
the disorders inherent in the type of "development" implemented since 
colonization and perpetuated by the present regime. 

Development is a process both complex and global, not easy to 
formulate in a literal definition all the less as it refers to political 
considerations. To sum things up, we may say that it is based on three types 
of progresses which mutually combine and interact: scientific progress, 
technical progress, economic and social progress. The two first types are 
quantitative, even though, to our opinion, both the accumulation of 
knowledge and technical know-how and their dissemination in the society 
should be emphasized. On the other hand, economic and social progress is 
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both quantitative (increase of the wealth) and qualitative, and as such, it 
raises the problems of growth, of the distribution of wealth in the society and 
of a genuine independence of our country as well as that of the end purpose 
and choice of our priority interests, or that of the ethical and moral values 
of the society itself. In short, any conception of development inherently 
carries a more or less explicit social organization option. The development 
model prevailing in our country since independence has entailed a 
dependency notably vis-a-vis France, the attempt to achieve a growth 
reproducing western models and the satisfaction, as a matter of priority, of 
the interests of the minority bourgeoisie which controls the State apparatus 
and the national economy. The policy of our party is just the opposite. It 
aims at departing from the dependency mentioned above and emphasizes, as 
a matter of priority, the well being of the People. Such a policy requires, 
inter alia, a thorough reorganization of the State and the economy, notably 
through the creation of regions. 
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CHAPTER I: 


FOUR PRINCIPLES FOR A DIFFERENT 
POLICY 


1. ONE SINGLE COUNTRY, 
A UNITED PEOPLE 


Genuine patriots should dismiss and combat (politically of course!) 
any idea of secession or division of our country into two or many more 
portions. Such ideas do not obviously emanate from responsible parties and 
organizations claiming for a return to federalism, and the amalgam in this 
matter would be rather dangerous. However, the idea of secession is being 
disseminated hither and thither, stimulated by the inflexibility of the regime 
and its incapability to solve the existing problems. Already, on the eve of 
the 1961 referendum, some people requested that the ballot papers be 
counted pcr tribe and warned that, whatever be the results of the vote in the 
other tribes, their own tribe, rallied according to them to the idea of 
integration to Nigeria, would integrate Nigeria anyway, this actually boiling 
up to a secession threat. Fortunately, such positions stemmed from a tiny 
minority. More recently, in the years 91 and 92, at the climax of the 
struggle for a national sovereign conference, some private newspapers close 
to the regime requested a State for one specific ethnic community (which 
actually had granted them no mandate for such a claim). 

Our dismissal of secession is consistent with our history. It would 
be surprising if today, the upecists (the genuine ones!), after having fought 
for long and strenuous years for the independence and a genuine 
reunification of the country, stood up to advocate the partition of Kamerun. 
But our position is not explained by a desire to conform to our militant 
political history or by any mystique of unity. We are well placed to know 
that unity without commonly shared interests, without a basis and objectives 
is a mere illusion, a swindle. 

A united Kamerun is, for our People, the most appropriate basis (or 
at least a better one than a conglomeration of tiny bits) for progress in its 
liberation at both the economic, political and cultural levels. Better still, we 
believe that a merger with other African People (starting with our neighbors) 
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into one single country would help the Kamerunian People create conditions 
likely to promote genuine freedom and prosperity. 

If even after the CFA franc devaluation imposed by the International 
Monetary Fund and the World Bank and applicable since January 12, 1994, 
the rulers of Kamerun, Congo, Gabon, Chad, the Central African Republic 
etc. do not understand that it is high time that their countries unite into a 
single country which would then be able to mint its own money, then they 
really have "stones in their heads". 

Precisely, Kamerun, with its three-fold colonial past, its linguistic and 
cultural diversity which make it an Africa in miniature, is one of the best 
vlaced African countries at the geo-political level to uphold the torch of 
punafricanism. All our neighboring countries, \/hether Nigeria or Congo, 
Chad or Gabon or the Central African Republic, include a piece of Kamerun. 
History made it that way and this does not constitute for us a basis for 
territorial claims as seen elsewhere on the continent, but rather an additional 
reason to raise the flag of panafricanism higher. Once again, given its 
characteristic historical, cultural, geographical and even geo-political features, 
which country could be better placed than Kamerun for this? Provided there 
is a political will, but currently, it is unfortunately what is lacking most! 


2. DEMOCRACY FIRST 


One single State? YES! Not two, not ten, but only one single State 
today in Kamerun. This option is backed up by many reasons: 

First, to our opinion, the essence of federalism does not lie in a static 
form of State consecrated as such by the constitution, but rather in the 
process of power exercise, of common life and management of the 
differences between the communities. Had such been the case since 1972, 
we would not be where we are today. There would be no anglophone 
uneasiness to justify federalist claims and hence, such claims would surely 
be marginal if voiced within the national community. 

For many years, our party (named the UPC before the act of piracy 
and the hold-up of the government in 1991, which delivered a "UPC" from 
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the womb of the CPDM) has been interpellating the regime and calling the 
national attention to the anglophone problem (e.g. Moukoko Priso's book 
referred to in the introduction herein), but unfortunately in vain. Particularly 
since 1990, anglophone elites have repeatedly addressed protest letters and 
memorandums to the government and the president of the republic to no 
avail. But when the public media and the police force gives chase to 
anglophones to stifle a political party being created, what does one expect if 
not the intensification of the feeling of oppression in that community and 
hence, the development of secessionist ideas? And this was the case notably 
after the marches of May 26, 1990, in Bamenda and at the University of 
Yaoundé. Apart from the public lie about the six dead of Bamenda (shot and 
declared by our dear CRTV to have been trampled upon), some Kamerunians 
were accused of having sung the Nigerian anthem and the SDF leader was 
said to have fled to Nigeria, all this to justify an anti-anglophone campaign 
with the immediate objective of stifling the incipient SDF. In this regard, we 
may quote an excerpt of the memorandum addressed to Paul Biya by the 
anglophone lecturers of the University of Yaoundé following the May 26, 
1990 events: 


"We the undersigned, Anglophone Teaching Staff of the 
University of Yaoundé, wish to draw your attention to the 
following: 


AFFIRM our irrevocable commitment to the national 
integrity of Cameroon; 


VIEW WITH CONCERN the crude, aggressive and 
tendentious campaign by the official mass media whose 
effect is to create disaffection and a climate hostility toward 
the English-speaking citizenry of this country and to create 
division among the Anglophone community; 


FEAR that if an atmosphere of tolerance and understanding 


is not immediately created, the situation could deteriorate 
with unpredictable consequences; 
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APPEAL to your Excellency: 


a) To use all constitutional means to stop the country from 
drifting apart and possibly disintegrating; 


e) To create a better climate for tolerance, concord and 
social harmony in order to foster national unity..." 


Is the real problem not raised in that memorandum? 

Secondly, today in Kamerun, we need a State capable of taking up 
its political, social and economic responsibilities; capable notably of defining, - 
orienting and giving an impetus to a planning policy necessary to help reduce 
current regional imbalances. Such a State would be just the opposite of the 
CPDM State to which we are subjected and whose sole concern is the 
repression and subjugation of the populations. But also, such a State would 
currently not be compatible with the revanchist and conventional federalism 
advocated hither and thither. 

In our opinion, what our country needs is a Statè capable of 
achieving a genuine integration of the various populations and cultures 
constituting our People. The 1961 federation was - or rather ought to have 
been a move towards unity, and in this respect, it ought to have perfectly 
concurred with the liberation and well-being needs of the Kamerunians of 
both zones. As presently requested for by some forces, the return to 
federalism actually amounts to withdrawing into one's shell following a 
disappointment and reflects a certain type of power sharing practice within 
the-ruling class rather than a solution for genuine unity. In 1956 and 1957, 
before Ahidjo's accession to power, Northern political elites loudly demanded 
that the French institute a federal system in Kamerun similar to the one in 
Nigeria. The reasons behind this claim was that, to their opinion, France had 
too much favored the development of the South to the detriment of the 
North, that the political elite of the country basically - if not exclusively - 
originated from the South and that, under such conditions, the North would 
be dominated by the South. A federalism which would allow them to 
manage a Northern State consequently appeared to them as the sole solution. 
The accession of Ahidjo to power in replacement of Mbida, and the 
enrollment of nearly all these elites in the UC which was to rule the country 
stopped, as if by magic, a claim which was becoming antagonistic. But the 
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claim was instantly taken over by André Marie Mbida (by an irony of fate). 
Dismissed from power, Mbida, in a 1958 telegram to the United Nations and 
France, immediately requested the creation of Center-South regional State 
and the institution of federalism. The claim for federalism as expressed by 
most of its present proponents should be compared with Mbida's or that of 
some Northern elites between 1956 and 1960. 

Thirdly, the present conditions of ethnic tensions and confrontations 
between communities as a result of the policy of the regime for more than 
30 years are not propitious to a shift without transition from a unitary State 
to a federal State. Such a shift would likely result in the disintegration of the 
country or a Situation similar to that of Yugoslavia in Europe. The issue of 
federalism is not only raised by the anglophone community. Here and there, 
some people hope that it will hand them an ethnic State to govern. How 
many such States would it need to satisfy the ambitions of all the elites? Is 
it not, under the present conditions, the best way of crystallizing the desire 
of each ethnic clan of the ruling class to manage its own share of the power? 

Fourthly and finally, the experience in other countries clearly shows 
that for federalism to be viable (as a juridical form of State), there is a need 
for a collective scheme and a certain number of values such as democracy, 
tolerance, moderation, which are nearly totally absent in Kamerun today. 
Once again, there is a necessity for a transition period during which we shall 
establish the democratic base on which to build a new State. In the absence 
of such a base, the hasty institution of any federal form of State shall be a 
failure as may be gathered from the past history of African States. 

Indeed, all attempts to implement federalism in Africa since 
independence have failed except for Nigeria which has a longer experience 
and which, after a first violent civil war (the Biafran one), only remains 
united thanks to a military dictatorship. The first constitution of the former 
Belgium Congo (Zaire nowadays), adopted in 1960, was federalist even 
though it avoided stating the fact explicitly. Undermined by confrontations 
at the apex between president Kasavubu and his successive prime ministers 
(Lumumba, Adoula, Tschombé) and by the rivalry between some foreign 
interests, the central State found itself unable to check the drift towards 
disintegration; the number of provinces multiplied daily and each of them 
sought as much as possible to assert its personality. A secession war (the 
Katanga war) and a military coup (by Mobutu on November 24, 1965) put 
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a stop to the federalist experience. The June 24, 1967 constitution reinstated 
centralization and the unitary State. 

The union between Tanganyika and Zanzibar to form Tanzania in 
1964 occurred in a context somewhat similar to that of Kamerun, notably 
with regard to the imbalance between the two States. Under the impulse of 
a presidential regime, it rapidly evolved towards a unitary State dominated 
by former Tanganyika. 

A federal constitution was adopted on January 17, 1959 by 4 of the 
10 States which previously formed the French Western Africa (Afrique 
Occidentale Frangaise - A OF), i.e. Senegal, the former French Sudan (Mali 
nowadays), Upper-Volta and Dahomey. But Dahomey and Upper-Volta 
quickly withdrew from the federation, leaving Senegal and the French Sudan 
to form the ephemeral federation of Mali which split up after two months 
when time came to designate its president! 

Likewise, a meeting held in Bangui in March 1969 adopted the 
principle of federating the States of the former French Equatorial Africa into 
a "Union of the Republics of Central Africa". The withdrawal of Gabon 
ruined the project. 

It is difficult to successfully implement federalism in Africa (and 
elsewhere!) without a democratic base and without the federation project 
being grounded on popular interest and adhesion. Nearly all attempts to date 
have resulted either in disintegration or a in hyper-centralized unitary State. 
This must be taken into account. 


3. NATIONAL UNITY THROUGH DEMOCRACY AND 
THE WELL-BEING OF THE PEOPLE 


It is now fitting to provide a few details on the ambiguous and vague 
notion of national unity. Coming as a recurrent theme in all political 
statements, what has it meant for the past thirty years under the present 
regime? Do we share the same conception with the regime or do have a 
radically divergent insight of this fundamental issue? 
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The national unity policy implemented by the successive 
governments of Ahidjo and Biya may be summed up in a few words: 


1) unity of the territory 
2) unity of the bourgeoisie in power to preserve its interests 
3) unity of each community and each tribe behind its bourgeois. 


It is a policy of unity by the elites and around their interests. Its 
philosophy is simple and efficient. It both means the unity of the elites, at 
the national level, to preserve the "cake" from the masses who are thus 
ostracized, and the political subjugation of those masses by secluding the 
ethnic communities from each other, and the enslavement of each ethnic . 
community by its elites. The Kamerunian State is based on this strange 
foundation. M ii 

At the political and administrative levels, this policy bears the 
well-known name of "regional balance" and has become a practice 
institutionalized and codified in the legislation. Whether publicly stated or 
not, the Minister, the Director General or the central administration Director, 
or in short, any individual appointed by decree is a representative of his 
region or ethnic community. More specifically, he becomes a delegate of the 
regime to his ethnic community and a sort of trustee. He will then be 
solicited to use his position to obtain a service or to simply request that the 
rights of a member of his community be complied with, in the name of the 
ties of kindred or cultural or parenthood relationships. The stream of elites' 
delegations going to see the prime minister or the president to canvass for a 
grammar school, roads or the appointment of some of their members to some 
positions clearly reflects the functioning of the system: it is no longer the 
State which creates a grammar school or a hospital here or there, it is the 
elites of a location (or a "big shot") who managed to obtain the grammar 
school or the hospital. That is their function as social trustees; and even if 
the picture does not match the actual facts in one instance or the other, it is 
essential for the system that it be apprehended that way. 

This social trustee role is only secondary to the primary function of 
the elites, 1.e to be delegates of the regime, or in other words, representatives 
of the interests of the ruling class. The various kinds of political campaigns 
conducted by the regime, to start with the electoral campaigns, have always 
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rested on a ternary basis: the administrative authorities, the organs of the 
single party (the system being a quasi one-party one today) and the elites of 
each constituency. The October 11, 1992 presidential elections perfectly 
epitomized this state of things. Throughout the country, every single director 
of whatever type, every senior officer exercising some important 
responsibilities in the administration or in a State corporation, ministers and 
high ranking officials (of course!) and even heads of services were mobilized 
to back Biya's candidature in their villages, subdivisions and divisions, 
obviously in the name of national integration (CPDM style). Many lost their 
positions for not having shown enough zeal or for having displayed a 
contrary opinion. 

Each time the regime needs some "popular support" (generally in a 
bid to promote anti-social and unpopular measures), it uses the elites who, 
in the name of their tribes (but without any authority from anyone!), send 
motions of support and multiply oaths of allegiance. Ahidjo and his CNU 
immoderately resorted to this method. The same applies with Biya and his 
CPDM. To castigate the ghost towns, the elites of the Littoral, West, 
Nyong-et-Kellé, Sanaga-Maritime, Center, South, North etc. were called 
upon, each group uttering a solemn condemnation and requesting that their 
kinsmen and kinswomen abstain from the strikes and demonstrations of 
discontent which, as some even claimed, stemmed from "les allogénes", i.e. 
the‘aliens. To whom did the regime resort to counter the campaign for 
federalism? To elites from the North-West and South-West of course! 

The political process which led to the October 1992 presidential 
election and its subsequent events deserve some further special attention as 
it clearly reveals how the regime in power manipulates the ethnic issue. It 
seems nearly certain to us that, had a democratic presidential election in the 
sole Center and South Provinces opposed Paul Biya to a candidate 
advocating popular change in April or May 1991, Paul Biya would have lost 
it whichever the tribe of origin of his opponent. And this, the regime and its 
strategists understood it better than anyone else, and specifically, better than 
the opposition. That is why they undertook a well-planned, deliberate and 
machiavellian operation of tribalization of the political process in order to 
offset it, the immediate objective being to turn the Center and South 
provinces (and accessorily the East) into a stronghold of the CPDM and Paul 
Biya for the election. The fact that the institutions are quartered in Yaoundé 
and that, therefore, most civil servants originate from the Center and South 
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provinces was a major asset in that operation. It would then merely remain 
to choose an "enemy" in order to create a group self-preservation reflex. 
And the enemy in question was found in the so-called "Anglo-Bamiléké”. 

In this regard, as an enemy, the Bamiléké is a good choice and an 
appropriate culprit since one can unconsciously transfer on him one's 
socio-economic frustrations, the anglophone being rather some kind of 
political Trojan horse. It would then simply remain to promote the climate 
of fear and violence inherent in any war. The kick-off was given in a June 
1991 speech before the National Assembly, which surprised by its harshness 
and aggressiveness at a moment when everyone was expecting or hoping for 
some political detente. The propaganda already carried by the 
regime-sponsored private press at the start of the operation was continued all 
along, notably through "Radio Centre" which became a real tool for arousing 
or perpetuating Beti tribalism. 

But this operation which aimed at achieving solidarity between the 
populations of the Center and South provinces on the one hand, and Biya and 
the CPDM on the other hand, would not have succeeded that much if it had 
not met, from some forces claiming to fight the regime, an identical or 
similar approach. By indulging in an indistinct castigation of the Betis, some 
newspapers claiming to oppose the present regime contributed to the 
strengthening of a subjective solidarity which the regime precisely needed. 
How does one justify the fact that the Minister of Information, himself a 
Bamiléké, was quite satisfied with the calls for ethnic hatred broadcast 
notably against the Bamilékés on "Radio Centre" in Ewondo? How does one 
explain such an attitude unless it is understood as reflecting the orchestration 
of 4 political stratagem by the ruling class as comprised of various ethnic 
elites? 

One then understands why, even during the worse periods of the 
dictatorship, ethnic associations have always been more than tolerated and 
even promoted. In fact, they are very helpful inasmuch as they encourage 
the perception of the world and society through the prism of tribe and induce 
the analysis of all the problems of the country by reference to ethnic 
divisions. 

And the reason why this subterfuge works well is that ethnic and 
community associations inherently promote two types of solidarities both 
contradictory and complementary within the present social conditions: a 
horizontal solidarity between the masses deprived of all rights, excluded from 
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the exercise of power, from the State apparatus and from politics, in short, 
between the marginalized masses whose only social welfare lies in the family 
and ethnic mutual aid associations; and a simultaneously vertical solidarity 
because the ethnic associations whose real cornerstones in Kamerunian towns 
are unemployment, poverty and misery, allows solidarity, in the name of the 
ties of kindred, between the minister and the humble public servant, the big 
merchant and the street hawker, the boss and the laborer. In the present 
conditions, the ethnic associations, whether they explicitly aim at such an 
objective or not, permit the consolidation of the People, tribe by tribe, behind 
the bourgeoisie, although the People and the bourgeoisie live in two different 
worlds with fundamentally antagonistic interests. 

But as anyone may realize and as past history has shown, the other 
side of the coin of national unity uaderstood in that manner is nothing else 
but tribalism and regionalism. Indeed, when sharing the cake between the 
various clans of the bourgeoisie becomes a difficult exercise, or when the 
volume of the cake has lessened as presently, everyone goes back to his 
original community to call for the holy war. Hence the dissemination of 
claims such as "the Betis have eaten everything" or "the Bamilékés want to 
grab our power" or other similar booby-traps. The federalist claims today 
(specially with reference to the chauvinistic features of some of such claims) 
and the ethnic and political confrontations experienced today constitute the 
normal balance sheet and result of such a policy. 

During all these past years, national unity has served as a pretext to 
justify dictatorshin and the one-party system. And the more things evolved, 
the more tribalism and regionalism gained ground, to the extent that bloody 
ethnic confrontations have become a common occurrence in Kamerun under 
the CPDM which however, in 1985, pretended to have gone from the stage 
of national unity to that of national integration. Any power center - 
whichever it may be - has become an ethnic confrontation center in 
Kamerun. From the State administration to liberal profession organizations, 
wherever an interest is at stake, elites are at loggerheads and they resort to 
the tribal weapon. 

The fact that national unity has become a much talked of matter, but 
never seen by anyone, truly shows that it serves as an ideological blind for 
the interests of a minority v'hich, in their essence, are not likely to unite the 
masses. Whether it is called tribalism or regionalism, or whether it takes the 
form of the "Anglophone" versus "Francophone" confrontation, ethnocentrism 
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in all its facets is part and parcel of that type of unity. It is the other side of 
the medal. Its main function is to preserve the system inasmuch as it both 
helps settle the conflicts within the bourgeoisie and maintain the domination 
of that bourgeoisie over the People in the name of the ties of kindred. 

Our own idea of national unity has radically different foundations. 
It is grounded on the material, social, cultural, political and moral interests 
of the People, i.e. all the social strata of the country less the bourgeoisie in 
power and the social forces allied to it. It may be summed up as follows: 
Unity of the People (all tribes included) around for their own interests, and 
political struggle against the bourgeoisie within each tribe or ethnic 
community and at the national level. This conception of unity is necessarily 
based on Democracy, considered as a weapon to be seized by the People to 
shake off the domination of the "elites". 

It also entails that the political debate must be introduced within the 
tribes to avoid the confiscation of the tribes, regions and communities by the 
bourgeoisie and their utilization as political tools. It implies the creation of 
syndicates capable of uniting the workers notwithstanding all ethnic barriers 
and capable of defending their interests against the State and the bosses, as 
well as the development of an associative movement based on ideas and 
operating beyond the limits of tribes, regions etc. Tribalism, regionalism or 
the anglophone problem are unexceptional products of the Kamerunian 
society as organized today, and no incantation on the necessity to change 
mentalities will remove them since they are essential to the social and power 
relationships which constitute the foundation of Kamerun today. For such 
evils to be eliminated, the society itself must change. In this regard, it will 
first be necessary to organize the People into parties, syndicates and various 
associations in which they can defend their interests beyond the limits of 
tribes and provinces, and beyond the limits of the anglophones/francophone 
separation. The People must be liberated from the trusteeship of the 
bourgeoisie acting through the elites. 

In fact, when one looks at the federalist claim today and the 
relationships between anglophones and francophones, one easily notices that 
millions of Kamerunians on one side or the other have been marginalized by 
the present regime and do not share common interests with the elites of their 
various communities. Who is Francophone and who is Anglophone? 
Beyond the misuse of terms, Kamerun, in this regard, is composed of a small 
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minority of Anglophones, a small minority of Francophones, and a large 
majority of people who are neither Anglophones nor Francophones. 

For instance, referring to the issue of languages in our country by 

merely reducing it to the English/French bilingualism issue is setting aside 

| the millions of Kamerunians who, as a matter of fact, are neither 

Anglophones nor Francophones, and who today find themselves excluded 

from politics and public affairs because their speak neither English nor 

French. This does in no way mean that the anglophone elite's claim for a 


genuine bilingualism of the State or rather, their rejection of the manifest 
frenchization of their community are unfounded or of no interest. To the 
contrary! Envisioning the prospect of a reunified and really united Kamerun, 
the genuine and combatant UPC was the first, more than 43 years ago, to 
request from the colonial administration that English and French be taught 
as from primary schools. We simply wish to add that merely sticking to the 
claim for a genuine bilingualism means looking for a solution with a view 
to satisfying the sole interests of the elite and not those of the masses 
(including the masses of the anglophone Kamerun). Endowing English and 
French with a balanced status in the running of the State is. very good. 


Simultaneously promoting our national languages as State languages is far 
better, and possible! 


| Sharing political and administrative positions more equitably, taking 
into account the various communities is good. Reorganizing the State so that 
, people may locally and democratically manage whichever public affairs can 


be handled at their level is better, and possible! 


4, A TWO-COMMUNITY STATE 


o 
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Like any other socicty, Kamerun may be depicted with the help of 
[ many analysis and division criteria: division into social classes, tribes, 
religions and creeds, contradictions between towns and villages, Anglophones 
» and francophones etc. These criteria are not relevant for all the phenomena 
to be comprehended and solved. For instance, some people (wrongly!) think 
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that in order to understand the political evolution of our country, one must 
preeminently stress on the balance of forces between the various tribes and 
regions, and that things would fundamentally change if the President of the 
Republic originated from this ethnic group rather than from that one. A 
genuine national integration process would aim at transcending some of these 
divisions (notably the ethnic ones), practically and in the conscience of 
Kamerunians, in order to create a national identity for Kamerun. Such a 
process would necessarily present many forms and include many aspects: 
institutional, political, economic, cultural etc. But although it constitutes a 
legitimate concern for any government, it is strictly conditioned by the 
fundamental options of that government. 

A superficial review of the balance sheet of 30 years of the existence 
of a State in our country clearly shows that one of the basic characteristics 
of that balance sheet is the permanence of a double-sided Kamerun or rather, 
of two juxtaposed Kameruns, often superposing, the logic of which remains 
separated by a gulf: on the one hand, the institutional Kamerun, the Kamerun 
of the State or the apparent Kamerun, with its rigid, uniform, centralizing and 
authoritarian framework; its norms and laws inspired by foreigners or copied 
from abroad; and on the other hand, the informal, ethnic and regional 
Kamerun with its multiple and deep cultural roots: the Kamerun of identity. 
The strengthening the first through a totalitarian policy during 35 years 
concomitantly resulted in the stiffness of the second and a permanent and 
paradoxical tribalism. The more unity is sought through an authoritarian 
policy in the institutional Kamerun, the more tribalism and regionalism 
develop in the informal Kamerun, to the extent that the State, which is the 
driving force of the institutional Kamerun, loses all authority and legitimacy 
(if it ever was legitimate!) and is no longer in a position to implement any 
integration policy at all. There we stand today! 

And there we are today because this double-sided Kamerun is itself 
rooted in a socio-economic Kamerun split into two: on the one hand, the 
Kamerun of a stuall minority which administers the State as a private 
property, for its exclusive benefit and that of the foreign forces on which it 
relies, and on the other hand, the Kamerun of the masses, that of the 
peasants, the small civil servants and the members of the small trades, in 
short, the Kamerun subjected by the State and the regime in place. Between 
these two entities, a small middle class which the crisis has impoverished 
more and more and has inexorably brought nearer the condition of the 


59 


People. When raising the issue of national integration, one should never 
forget that it can not be achieved without at least reducing the monstrous. 
socio-economic gap between the People and the bourgeoisie. But for now, 
the gap is merely widening! 

The issue of integration in our country therefore includes two 
inseparable levels: national integration and social integration. One cannot be 
achieved without the other, all the less as both have a common denominator: 
democracy. 

Apart from the reduction of the huge gap between the People and the 
bourgeoisie in terms of income and various privileges, one of the basic issues 
of national integration in our country is the access of all to citizenship. 
Because of the multi-faceted social gulf and the continuance of feudal 
powers hither and thither, many Kamerunians are not - or are not yet citizens 
at the eve of the year 2000. A genuine integration policy should put and end 
to this situation as quickly as possible. Such a policy would certainly imply 
that structures such as chiefdoms and lamidats operate outside the realm of 
the politics and administration. 

The priority axis of national integration today in Kamerun should be: 
the integration of the two national communities: the anglophone community 
and the francophone community. The North-South issue in the two zones is 
only second to that one, followed by the local ethnic issues. One therefore 
understand the dangerous nature, to our point of view, of conceptions such 
as the North-South axis on the basis of which some people want to rule, thus 
preserving the old recipe bequeathed by Aujoulat and the French colonialism. 

With regard to the administrative and political management of our 
country, we believe that it will be necessary to adequately and satisfactorily 
integrate its two-community and pluri-cultural characteristics, including 

‘through constitutional mechanisms. This notably entails the integration of 
the positive elements of the two political cultures with a view to setting up 
a foundation for genuine democracy. More specifically, it seems obvious to 
us that in matters of regards tolerance, justice and the observance of human 
rights, there is more to be appropriated from the anglophone culture that 
from the francophone one. 

Likewise, by integrating the best elements of the two present 
systems, Kamerun would should as rapidly as possible create a single 
education system and a single judiciary system. Which genuine patriot 
would find it normal and sane that in Kamerun, the Supreme Court for 


60 


instance, highest jurisdiction in the country, operate almost exclusively 
according to French norms? As regards the education system, whose 
decisive role everyone acknowledges in the training of the elites, which 
patriot would be satisfied with its reduction today to two crutches with no 
links whatsoever? Alas, the national situation has worsened so much that we 
must one again stress on the same prerequisite: Democracy! Democracy! 
Democracy! If national integration is not to mean frenchization. 
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CHAPTER IV. 
KAMERUN'S HISTORY: A 
CORNERSTONE! 


1. KAMERUN AND NOT CAMEROON, CAMEROONS 
OR CAMEROUN! 


The ruling class in power since 1957 has a gigantic bone to pick with 
our history. It is directly descended from Dr. Louis Paul Aujoulat, the man 
who best represented and still symbolizes colonialism and the implementation 
of the neocolonial system in our country. Aujoulat is the founding father of 
that ruling class and all along his life, has remained its godfather and mentor. 
The members of that class were moulded by a State fabricated itself by 
colonialism, build to oppose the Nation, and which developed in a permanent 
struggle against the Nation. They are the soul of that State and its implement. 
That is why they have always strived to stifle history because history is the 
ferment of a Nation and our History bears witness against them, the ruling 
but anti-national political class. 

Under Ahmadou Ahidjo's rule, the period from 1945 to 1960 was 
banned from official history and everything possible was done to erase that 
period from the collective memory of Kamerunians. Today, things are the 
same except that Ahmadou Ahidjo has also been barred from the official 
history following the misunderstandings which ensued the transfer of power. 
The regime is ashamed of itself and therefore organizes a collective oblivion. 
That is the major reason why it cannot bear the UPC-MANIDEM and does 
everything possible to ban it from the political rostrum. If the regime strives 
to stifle the combating UPC, including by fabricating a toy painted to the 
colors of the party of UM to which it breathes some life by awarding 
ministerial positions, it is because the genuine UPC, the combating UPC, 
represents the eye of Cain constantly watching it. Whatever the case, 
genuinely mobilizing the people means giving them back their historical 
memory, 

It is obvious that a nation needs symbols, and the primary one is 
certainly its name. After the partition of our country in 1916, its name 
started to be spelt two different ways as if to symbolize each of the two 
colonizations: "Cameroun" for the French and "Cameroon" or "Cameroons" 
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for the British. With the reunification came the Federal Republic of 
Cameroon (République Fédérale du Cameroun), then the United Republic of 
Cameroon (République Unie du Cameroun) after the 1972 treachery, and 
later, with Biya, the Republic of Cameroon (République du Cameroun) which 
had earlier been the name of the sole republic of Eastern Kamerun after its 
independence in 1960, and which is contested by some Anglophones. 

We propose to the patriots and to the whole national community that 
our country be given the name “REPUBLIC OF KAMERUN" 
("REPUBLIQUE DU KAMERUN"). This spelling is the one in use before 
the partition of our country in 1916. To symbolize the desire for a 
unification of the two parts of our country, it was resurrected at the 
beginning of the fifties, first in the British Kamerun as reflected in the names 
some parties which, at least at the beginning, had the issue of reunification 
on their agenda: the Kamerun National United Congress (KNUC), the 
Kamerun National Congress (KNC), the Kamerun National Democratic Party 
(KNDP), the Kamerun People's Party (KPP) and the One Kamerun, to name 
a few. In May 1955, one month after the Common Proclamation, the UPC 
adopted the same spelling which was generaiized in the spheres of 
anti-colonialism in our country to symbolize, for all, the inseparability of 
independence and reunification: an anti-imperi: st independence and a 
genuine reunification. After this adoption, Ruben 4 NYOBE gave a clear 
definition : "As we have already said, the nane" merun" does not imply 
a wish for a return to German rule; it is simply the mbol of our firm intent 
to reconstruct a single and indivisible Kamerun" (i.. “Historical Meaning of 
the Cameroonian Flag", Ecrits sous maquis, published by Achille Mbembé, 
L'Harmattan). This spelling therefore is the symbol of Kamerunian 
nationalism and desire for unity, in short, of Kamerunian patriotism. 

Furthermore, this spelling is consistent with the orthography used in 
most of our national languages. This is important with regard to the 
necessity to eliminate the dichotomy between an official Kamerun held by 
a tiny minority, and the Kamerun of the vast majority of our People. 
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2. TWO NATIONAL DAYS: MAY 25 AND 
FEBRUARY 11 


A second major symbol is the national day. Which day should be 
commemorated? This question is not a pointless one, as everyone shall 
agree. It is our opinion that the day chosen to celebrate the Nation should 
be significant enough to be a symbol, i.e. a value which contributes to the 
strengthening of the community. It must refer to a constitutive element of 
that Nation and not to an element in the private life of a head of State. 

The least one can say is that May 20 does not meet this criteria at 
all. It refers precisely to what is presently contested by many Kamerunians: 
the treachery perpetrated over West Kamerun through the means of 
dictatorship, even though, at that time, only the combating and then 
clandestine UPC was courageous enough to denounce it. To continue 
celebrating May 20 is not celebrating the Nation; it is merely telling the 
Anglophones: "Shut up! You have nothing to say". 

Is January 1 (the official date of the juridical independence of East 
Kamerun) a more credible day than May 20? It may look so. But believing 
it would be erroneous judgment for at least three reasons. First, January 1 
only relates to part of our country; it refers to an event in the history of East 
Kamerun (the Republic of Cameroon!) rather than to the common history of 
the two communities. Secondly, January 1 refers to a "granted" 
independence, a neo-colonial independence administered by anti-nationalists. 
Thirdly ard in connection with the second reason, January 1 refers to an 
event which has to do with the "états-majors" rather than with the history of 
the People. 

Indeed, if there are two people who can be proud of having spilled 
blood and toiled to conquer their independence at that time, and who even 
contributed to the independence of others, it is the Algerian and Kamerunian 
People. The blood spilled is, more than any thing else, constitutive of the 
Kamerunian Nation. But which moment recalls that spilled blood, not by 
some renowned hero but by the anonymous People, which moment better 
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recalls this spilled blood than the colonial massacres perpetrated by French 
colonialism throughout the country, which culminated May 25, 1955? 
‘Thousands of Kamerunians fled for asylum with their brothers across the 
Mungo River as many others had done before to escape French repression. 
Nearly the whole of the executive staff of the UPC settled in Kumba for 
some time before being expelled by English colonialism. Whatever the case, 
the necessity for reunification was reinforced within the patriots of both 
communities. 

The reunification of the two Kameruns is precisely the other major 
constitutive element of the Kamerunian Nation. Which date better 
symbolizes it than February 11, when the Kamerunians of the anglophone 
zone solemnly reasserted their desire to unite with their brothers of the 
francophone zont? Here again, we are dealing with a popular event to the 
contrary of October 1 which was an event of the "états-majors", marked by 
politics, and the consequences of which we are still suffering today. 

For all these reasons, we propose that the dates of MAY 25 and 
FEBRUARY 11 be adopted as national days: the "day of the national 
liberation" and "unity day". The youth day of February 11 côuld be set at 
another date. 


3. NATIONAL LANGUAGES: STATE LANGUAGES 


Language being the most powerful communication and exchange tool 
in any society, the status of our national languages is one of the major issues 
of the democratization of political life today if democracy is to be understood 
not only as freedom of speech for a schooled elite, but as the genuine 
participation of the populations in the public matters. The political status of 
our national languages under the present regime as well as the political 
projects of the various parties is illustrative of the place actually assigned to 
the people as well as of the cultural basis o1 which the country is to be built. 

It is obvious, national languages in Kamerun are minor languages, 
folklore languages. The much-talked-about national unity is conceived by 
many political "leaders" as a unity on the basis of English and French. No 
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social promotion can be achieved on the basis of the command of one or 
more national languages. But who are those who speak English and French, 
9 Who has a fairly good command of English and who has a fairly good 
command of French in order to earn a living and even become a public 
figure on this basis ? In fact, at most 10% to 15% of the Kamerunians. 

Nearly 40 years after independence, one can still witness this bitter 
comedy in which, in a first degree court, Kamerunians who were not lucky 
enough to attend school are compelled (by a national Law) to embark on 
some impossible gymnastics to try and express themselves in a language they 
do not know, or call on translators nearly as ignorant as themselves and 
almost always approximate in their translations, while the judge, the plaintiffs 
and every one else perfectly understands the local national language. 

When one recalls that nearly fifty years ago, Ruben Um Nyobe and 
other Kamerunian nationalist leaders seriously considered the possibility of 
all Kamerunians learning and speaking a national language such as the 
Fufulde which could then have easily become an official language, one 
ponders how much patriotism in our country has gone backwards for the last 
35 years under the UC, UNC and CPDM! 

Of course, one easily understands the incapacity of the present 
political regime to do what UM NYOBE, MOUMIE and the others would 
have done if their had accessed to power, because the latter had the people 
behind them and they were excellent flag-bearers. In order to veil a 
deliberated political choice, the multiplicity of our languages and the ensuing 
difficulties in the choice of a national language to be used as official 
language are often branded as an objection. 

But that is not where the problem lies. It is not a matter of imposing 
this or that national language as the official language, but that of giving all 
the languages an official status under a adequate evolving framework, with 
a view to progressively moving towards a national level with an inter-african 
communication language. 

The issue of the minor ‘status of our national languages is vital. It 
is one of the reasons why the various literacy programs ("école sous l'arbre") 
never worked. As regards their multiplicity, it is just a pretext for inaction. 
But then, one should not exaggerate: between Ewondo and Eton, considered 
by some as being two different languages, are there more differences than 
between French as spoken in Paris and French as spoken in Quebec ? 
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We believe that for the time being, Kamerun should keep English 
and French as its official languages until an inter-African communication 
language has been adopted. However, we propose that in each division, 
apart from these two foreign languages, a kamerunian language be promoted 
to the status of State language within that division, and used in 
administration, education and politics alongside the two other languages. 

It should here be strongly emphasized that the issue of national 
languages and their status in our country is an eminently political issue. In 
fact, language is one of the social impediments to the access of the majority 
to public affairs. As long as foreign languages remain the only access 
criteria to institutional politics, millions of Kamerunians will remain at most 
unenlightened voters, i.e. an electoral herd. As long as our national 
languages do not become State languages, those who know no other language 
shall remain half-citizens. Indeed, what happens to a language only results 
from what happens to the people who speak it. 

Furthermore, some of the arguments against the use of national 
languages are nonsensical utterances in the light of science. For instance, it 
is claimed that they are poor, do not have a grammar, are rather dialects than 
languages properly speaking etc... We do not intend to discuss such follies 
which usually make linguists smile, but to denounce their political 
noxiousness. 

It should be recalled that Kamerunian linguists and those of Central 
Africa in general have conducted a significant and thorough research work 
on the harmonization of the spelling of our languages, to the extent that, had 
the political will been there, we would be far ahead in the use of our own 
languages as communication tools in all fields. 
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CHAPTER V. 


THE NECESSARY 
DECENTRALIZATION 


1. REGIONS TO RECONSTRUCT THE ECONOMY AND 
PROMOTE A DIFFERENT TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT 


The issue of federalism, because it simultaneously raises the global 
issue of the various nationalities, also raises that of decentralization, which 
has evidently become indispensable in Kamerun today. The excessive 
centralization experienced up to date under the federal State as well as under 
the unitary State has shown its limits. Its perverted effects are common 
knowledge and are denounced by the majority of Kamerunians: 

- an authoritarian power deciding of everything for everyone, 

- a supreme and irresponsible administration, 

- an unadapted and costly uniformity which renders totally 
inefficient some decisions taken in Yaoundé with no 
consideration for the various local realities; 

- the excessively lengthy and slow administrative channels; 
the remoteness of the central administration (i.e. of the 
decision makers) from the citizens and, therefore, the 
marginalization of the masses which allows the elites to play 
their role as unavoidable intermediaries (or trustees) 

- etc. 

Decentralization therefore becomes a requisite for the local solution 
of problems which can be solved at the local level. It is, under the present 
circumstances, a basic element of democracy in our country. 

| But decentralization is so much the talk of the day that nearly 
everyone (even the CPDM) advocates it. One therefore has the illusion that 
all the parties are speaking the same language. It is therefore necessary to 
dwell somewhat on this concept without, however, delving into details. 

By decentralization, we mean the transfer to local or regional entities 
such as the municipalities, the divisions and the regions, endowed with 
executive bodies elected by universal suffrage, of a certain num ber of powers 
and functions of supervision, orientation and decision held up to now by the 
central State. Once the bounds of the local and regional entities have been 
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defined, some basic questions must be solved: the allotment of powers 
between the central State and those decentralized entities, and the repartition 
of funding to endow the decentralized entities with a financial autonomy (the 
control by the State then occurs a posteriori instead of an a priori), and a 
devolution of the central State authority to lower tiers in order to make it 
possible for the decentralized communities to deal at their levels with the 
appropriate partner. 

The principle of creating decentralized territorial entities being a 
matter of fact, it remains to define them and specify their objectives. Given 
the political and administrative history of Kamerun and the objectives we 
assign to a new organization of the State, we proposes the following local 
entities: the MUNICIPALITY, the DIVISION and the REGION. The 
municipality’: would be responsible for the management of local district 
affairs; the division would be in charge of cultural development while the 
region handle socio-economic development. 

We must insist on the fact that it does not suffice to discourse about 
decentralization to secure, as by a miracle, a harmonious and hurdle-free 
framework. Important and sometimes considerable gaps will certainly appear 
between the various municipalities and the various regions with regard to 
financial and action means, thus constituting a serious constraint for the 
poorest of them. On the other hand, the various local and regional policies 
may at certain times become irreconcilable and even antagonistic. It is 
therefore necessary to clearly define, from the onset, the basic rules of the 
process, in order to avoid disorder and anarchy and hence provide a pretext 
for a return to an authoritarian and centralizing State. 

Apart from its standard prerogatives (economy, national budget, 
currency, taxes, defense, external relations, frames and rules for education 
and health etc.), the central State should be in a position to define, by law, 
a general action framework for the regions, divisions and municipalities, as 
well as ensure, by arbitration and the setting of priorities, the compatibility 
of the strategies and the coherence of the options of the various regions on 
the one hand, as well as those of the regions and the central State on the 
other hand. As regards the regions and municipalities, they shall be 
responsible for the local and regional implementation of the major national - 
priorities as well as for the definition and implementation of local and 
regional development strategies. However; there is one essential prerequisite 
to the smooth operation of all this: planning! 
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2. HOW TO PARTITION THE COUNTRY INTO 
REGIONS 


The region, as we understand it here, covers one or many of the 
present provinces (a province. may also split and its parts attached to 
regions). Hence, in accordance with our position which, as stated earlier, 
advocates that a new organization of the State should inter alia aim mainly 
at the reconstruction of our country's economy, the region here is a 
plan-region, ie. a frame of action within which genuine regional 
development plans can be defined and actually implemented. 

Without disregarding the underlying political and cultural problems 
likely to crop up, we believe that the splitting of our national territory into 
5 or 6 regions does not foremost aim at giving any ethnic group its "own" 
province. Nor does it aim at creating immutable entities, but rather a 
dynamic frame adapted to our political and socio-economic situation and 
evolving with it. 

There is no universal rule for the creation of regions. There are as 
many principles as there are needs. It is not simply a matter of technique, 
but a matter of political option. Up to date, the creation of administrative 
divisions, notably as concerns divisions and provinces, has been governed by 
the necessity of control and repression and the need to récruit and preserve 
of political clienteles. Many instances illustrate this phenomenon, be it under 
Ahidjo or Biya. 

For example, the splitting of the Sanaga Maritime in 1958 into two 
divisions (Sanaga Maritime and Nyong-et-Kelle) and their attachment to two 
separate administrative regions was only justified by the necessity to repress 
the UPC and control the populations. The May 1972 referendum, which put 
an end to the federal system, was.immediately followed by a decree (July 24, 
1972) to divide the former federated republic of West Kamerun into two 
provinces (the North West and the South West) in order to better check the 
reactions after May 20, and ‘manipulate the dissensions between the elites of 
the South West and the North West provinces, such dissensions having been 
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inherited from the colonial history and cleverly entertained by the UC and 
CNU regimes. 

In like manner, the first reaction of Paul Biya following the attempt 
by Ahidjo to come back to power was the division of the North into three 
provinces, once again in order to have the situation under control and 
notably, play Maroua against Garoua. Likewise, on the eve of the October 
11 election, the regime hurriedly created new divisions and sub-divisions for 
obvious petty electoral reasons. 

Under Ahidjo as under Biya, administrative partition has therefore 
aimed mainly at political control and at meeting the need to preserve the 
all-powerful nature of the administration. The inefficiency of the 
administrative services in charge of promoting economic development (for 
instance, the services of the Ministry of Agriculture) is logically inherent in 
the system. That inefficiency did not take long to become notorious, all the 
less as their physical location duplicates that of the territorial administration 
to which such services are subjected. In order to mitigate this inefficiency, 
various intervention organizations have been set up (notably in the field of 
agriculture), ranging from supervisory organizations (Sodecoton, Sodecao, 
Sodepa, Semry, Mideviv etc.) to regional development entities institutions 
(Sodenkam, Mideno, Zapis etc.) and large State enterprises (Socapalm, 
Sosucam, Hévécam etc.). Most of such State organizations, although they 
were successful, for a certain period, in the promotion of some export crops, 
later revealed totally unadapted as regional development tools. Most of them 
have gone bankrupt. In fact, the Ministry of Plan which supervised them 
nowadays only administers, in the guise of a plan, the structural adjustment 
program devised by the IMF and the World Bank. Kamerun has formulated 
no plan for many years, even to implement them by only 10 or 20 per cent 
as was the case earlier. 

It order to initiate a real Process to overcome the generalized, deep 
and lasting crisis, Kamerun needs a restructuring of its State apparatus, a 
reorientation and new organization of its economy, a genuine and available 
democracy, all this in the framework of a conception of development based 
on its cultures, its history and the needs of the People. Decentralization is 
a fundamental tool for such a policy. Implemented along with a realist but 
voluntaristic and steady policy of planning and territorial development, it 
should help offset the regional imbalances which are the comerstones of 
ethnic and regional dissensions such as the “anglophone/francophone" one. 
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And this decentralization should itself be based on 5 or 6 program-regions 
or plan-regions, one of which, endowed with a specific status, could cover 
the present North West and South West provinces. 
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CHAPTER VL 


WHAT NEXT? 


1. A TEN-STATE FEDERALISM? 


It is necessary, before ending with this point, to match our stand with 
the ideas, positions or propositions advocated by other individuals or 
organizations, in order to show the difference and provide a better 
understanding of our position. Therefore, let us briefly examine the idea of 
the ten-State federalism, which boils up to an ethnic federalism, and the 
two-State federalism proposed by the AAC (All Anglophone Conference). 

The ten-State federalism more or less advocates the transformation 
of the present provinces into federated States. For its proponents, this move 
would help respond to the claim for a return to federalism as expressed by 
at least a good section of the anglophone elite, and at the same time avoid 
a return to the 1961 bipolar situation. Some of such proponents go as far as 
urging for ethnic States (one for the Sawas, one for the Betis, one for the 
Bamilékés, one for the Bassas etc. See some of the issues of the newspaper 
Le Courrier). 

We believe this idea to be dangerous under the present socio-political 
context because it inherently carries the germs of a never ending partition. 
The current development model having made administrative units the 
indispensable prerequisites for social progress, it is every day that, at the end 
of meetings of elites (often far from being representative), one hears that this 
or that tribe is asking for its "own" province. What would the situation be 
tomorrow if the provinces became States? Indeed, each important bourgeois 
would want to head an ethnic State to be in a better position to negotiate a 
greater share of the national cake. This transformation of provinces into 
States would simply strengthen the basis from which the various clans of the 
national bourgeoisie maneuver ethnically. It is worth noting here that the 
idea of a ten-State federalism was supported from the onset by part of the 
South West political elite which feared a possible North West supremacy 
within an anglophone State as was the case (according to them) from 1961 
to 1972. This consideration is one of the major justifications behind the 
creation of the South West Elite's Association (SWELA). 
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The never ending partition process would also be unavoidable. In 
fact, what is an tribe? Where does it start and where does it end? The 
answer to this question is not self-evident as may be thought, because we are 
dealing here with an essentially historical phenomenon. For instance, what 
would prevent the Bulus and the Fangs in the framework of a Beti State (the 
designation "Beti" being understood in its present meaning which dates from 
1982/83), to demand their own State if things were no longer running 
smoothly between BIYA and Joseph OWONA? And later, why would the 
Eton not split from the Ewondos if that move was promote the interests of 
NTSIMI and OWONA? And so on and so forth. This observation applies 
to the Bassas, the Bamilékés, the Foulbés, the Toupouris etc., because ethnic 
unity is a reality only for the others! 

Furthermore, how would an tribal State function given the migrations 
which have turned some of our towns - if not all - into cosmopolitan 
localities? Such States would be compelled to operate on the basis of 
notions such as "indigenous people" and "allogènes" (aliens) which are 
juridically vague if not empty concepts, but which are conflict-loaded as 
experienced since 1991 and particularly during the period of the 1992 
presidential election. Such concepts often express or veil economic and land 
conflicts transposed at the ethnic level. 

The unequal development of the ethnic groups at all levels, their 
sometimes very different situation with regard to the phenomenon of 
migrations, the fact that the bounds of a tribe are always variable, all these 
factors make such notions as ethnic State or ethnic federalism dangerous 
under the present conditions of national crisis. 


2. ANGLOPHONES AGAINST FRANCOPHONES? 


The AAC proposes a two-State federalism (one anglophone and the 
other one francophone) on the basis of the 1961 frontiers. This proposal was 
officially formulated in the draft constitution devised by its standing 
committee. 
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Apart from some stances which are likely to help promote genuine 
democracy in our country, and apart from other elements which appear to be 
more questionable (but we are not dealing with them here), what 
characterizes the AAC proposal is the need to establish principles of po'ver 
alternation within the elite, between anglophones and francophones, each clan 
further preserving its own reserved domain. In this light, the basic concern 
of the two-State federalism as proposed by the AAC appears to be a better 
sharing of the "cake" between anglophone and francophone elites. This 
concer is notably translated in the proposal which requires that after 10 
years at most, an anglophone succeeds a francophone (or vice versa) as 
President of the Republic even if, to that effect, candidatures have to be 
limited to anglophones (or francophones as may be). The proposal is even 
reiterated for each of the two federated States to ensure alternation between 
the provinces (with the South West/North West issue in the background). 

It is however meaningful that the AAC draft constitution aims 
foremost at asserting and protecting the so-called "anglophone" systems 

‘against the "francophone" ones, notably in the fields of justice and national 
education, rather than promoting an single national judiciary or education 
system. It is significant that it aims at establishing equilibrium between 
English and French (and this, to our opinion, is perfectly rightful) and not at 
promoting the nat: >nal languages (and this reflects very limited concerns). 
In fact, the AAC proposal, although progressive on many points as compared 
with the present status quo imposed by the regime and the CPDM, sums up 
to a reform within the bourgeois elite with a view to improving the access 
of the anglophone elites to power. 

Beyond the various proposals made, some thesis have been advanced, 
which obscure the debate with confusion and deserve even a quick word 
even if it entails repeating oneself. We wish to particularly come back on the 
position which seems the most dangerous to us, i.e. that the problems lies 
between Anglophones considered as a whole on the one hand, : nd the 
Francophones considered as a whole on the other. This is the old approach 
of tribalistic opposition: the wicked Francophones, in full solidarity, agree 
among themselves to oppress the poor Anglophones who, by their very 
nature, are peace loving women, children and men, open to dialogue and fans 
of freedom. This demagogic approach may be efficient to rally troops 
behinds oneself, but it is dangerous for the country and the Kamerunian 
people as a whole. Daily experience shows that those who thus play at 
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manipulating ethnic and identity feelings, those who call national 
communities to wage holly wars, are properly fooling their compatriots and 
using them to bargain positions of power for their selfish profit. All the so- 
called representatives of the regions, self-proclaimed flag-bearers of ethnic 
groups, show this very clearly every day; they use the ethnic communities 
in their struggle for power and forget them as soon as they have attained 
their objectives. 

We have already mentioned it, the Anglophone problem is genuine. 
But beyond the specific historical and linguistic specificities of the 
Anglophone zone, many regions of the Francophone Kamerun genuinely 
suffer the same problems, e.g. the East or the Far-North. A genuine solution 
can therefore only be found at the national and global level even though one 
cannot ignore the specific aspects of the Anglophone issue. 

What is also obvious, no doubt, is that the political system which has 
led the country to this stalemate uses both Francophones and Anglophones 
who form a solidary minority which is the main beneficiary of the situation. 
If yesterday, Ahidjo (Francophone), and today, Biya (Francophone), have 
been and are the major leaders of the system, they have always gathered 
around them Francophone, but also Anglophone devotees, the latter being no 
less zealous than the former in the operation of the machine. It is true that 
the problem of the imbalance in the sharing of the power between the 
Francophone and Anglophone clans of the ruling class (to the detriment of 
the Anglophone clan) is obvious. But this in no way exculpates the 
Anglophone clan. Not a single voice was raised at the National Assembly or 
the CNU central committee or political bureau to say no to Ahidjo in 1972. 
The Anglophone elite in power kept quiet, accepted, collaborated, approved, 
implemented, even though some people claim today that they had no choice. 
By winding up political parties between 1962 and 1966 to rush into the arms 
of Ahidjo and his CU in order to form a single party, the Anglophone elite 
definitely contributed to the installation and strengthening of dictatorship and 
helped destroy federalism. They knew that; there was no way they could not 
have known that! Meantime, Francophone and Anglophone Upecists pursued 
the difficult but essential struggle for democracy, and the UPC 
unambiguously condemned the Ahidjo coup of 1972. 

Finally, what appears obvious to us is the illusory and deceitful 
pretension that the CDC field worker and this or that Anglophone big shot 
of the regime on the one hand, or the Penja plantation worker and this or that: 
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Francophone big shot od the regime on the other hand, are solidary because 
the former are "Anglophones" and the latter Francophones. Indeed, the two 
big shots walk along the same corridor and understand each other whether 
in French or English or still better, talk about money and privileges; the two 
labourers who are neither Francophones nor Anglophones will talk about 
their common misery and their suffering under a common system, in pidgin 
English, the day they happen to meet. 


3. THREE STEPS 


The proposals made herein above may be enclosed within a three- 
step political process which we shall present in their logical order, events 
being likely to speed up or intermingle at the chronological level. 


1. A conference on the State and the Nation 


What is most needed immediately in our country is a national 
conference whose objective would be to initiate a reconciliation between the 
State and the Nation. Such a conference would notably: 

- - adopt of a name for the country (we propose the Republic of 

Kamerun), 
- set the official national days (we propose Unily Day on 
February 11, Liberation Day on May 25); 

- rule on an official status for national languages (we propose 

that they be national languages at divisional level); 

- rule on the form of the State (for now, we propose a single 

but decentralized State with 5 or 6 program regions, one of 
which would cover the Anglophone Kamerun and enjoy a 
special status to be specified); 

- devise a draft democratic constitution taking into account the 

elements above; the draft project shall be submitted to the 
people by way of referendum ); 
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- set a genuinely democratic framework for political life by 
adopting just and fair electoral and media codes while taking 
strict steps to separate the CPDM from the State by revising 
the 1990 laws, notably the law on political parties which 
allows the party in power to intervene in the affairs of other 
parties and block their operation. 

Also, such a conference would clearly and genuinely debate on the 
global or specific problems of the various ethnic or national communities and 
would decisively work on the distribution and management of power within 
the future decentralized State. In clear, we must move away from positions, 
laws and regulations apparently general but which actually aim at hidden 
specific situations. For example, the strong opposition of some people to the 
election of governors and mayors in big towns for so-called efficiency 
reasons only hides the fear that the universal suffrage may lead to a 
Bamiléké being mayor in Bafoussam, with another one heading Douala and 
another one heading Yaoundé! 

Conversely, some other people who are no more democrats than the 
former claim for universal suffrage ("one man, one vote") in the hope that 
this would favor the position of a person from their ethnic group here or 
there. This is how the conjunction of apparently contradictory (but 
objectively convergent) ulterior motives lead to a genuine and deep political 
stalemate. 


2: A transition to establish democracy 


We propose that the fifteen years which follow the adoption of the 
new constitution by the people be used to establish democracy and the new 
institutions within the framework of a single State. Following this necessary 
transition period, a second national conference would be convened to assess 
the State and take stock of the national situation. And if necessary, a 
referendum would be held in the Anglophone Kamerun to assess whether the 
Kamerunians of that zone want to form a State. 


3. Federalism for hope 


There is a pressing federalism which needs to be implemented today, 
a federalism which should mobilize all Kamerunian patriots and nationalists, 
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all those who wish Kamerun adequate means to exit from the crisis and 
genuinely initiate our liberation process, including at the economic level. 
That federalism is pressing and necessary, attainable if we wish. It is not the 
one which would oppose Kamerun to Kamerun, but one which would unite 
Kamerun to Gabon, Congo, Equatorial Guinea, the Central African Republic 
and Chad. It is a progressive federalism. It inherently carries a greater 
liberation capability; it is likely to promote stability in our sub-region, the 
well-being of our people inasmuch as it shall always go together with the 
struggle for greater democracy. That is the call and order of the day! That 
is federalism for hope! 

As soon as the Panafrican federalism process is launched and 
Kamerun and at least one other country have decided to federate, then, even 
if the internal transition period has not yet ended, it would be possible and 
desirable to consult Anglophone Kamerunians to assess whether they want 
to form a State within the framework of this new federation which has 
neither the same content nor the same prospects as federalism would have 
today within the boundaries of Kamerun. 
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CONCLUSION 


The federalist claim raises the general issue of the Kamerunian 
Nation in quest identity and genuine existence beyond the speeches. We can 
only build this nation if we have a political project capable of mobilizing the 
People as a whole. The present regime has shown that it has no other 
objective than to remain in power and that, in any case, it cannot generate 
and implement such a national project. It has no vision of a future for 
Kamerun. The CPDM and all other CNU heirs only conceive Kamerun as 
a cake to be shared. 

But those people who reduce the present debate to a mere issue 
pertaining to the form of the State, without thoroughly questioning the 
content of that State, are not far from sharing the same conception. They 
simply find their share of the cake too small. The history of Kamerun shows 
that the essence of federalism does not lie in the form of the State but 
foremost in the society itself and the way it handles its differences. 

Because it is a society-related issue, we believe that the issue of 
federalism and more generally that of a new organization of the State 
deserves a genuine debate in an appropriate framework such as a Sovereign 
National Conference. 

In other respects, we should remember that the idea of a national 
conference is neither a new nor an imported idea in Kamerun. On the eve 
of the political independence of the French colonized Kamerun, many 
political parties among which the UPC, many social groups among which 
students, asked for what tt. y called round-table, reconciliation conference or 
independence conference, in short, a national conference which would set the 
political functioning rules before the accession of the country to 
independence. In Kamerun under British rule, such conferences - at least at 
the level of parties - were customary. Ahidjo refused that a national 
conference or a round table be held and called on a restricted consultative 
committee, the members of which he selected by himself, to draft a 
constitution to be submitted to a referendum. Naturally, Ahidjo lost the 
referendum, but proclaimed his victory. Thirty years later, we have not 
moved an inch. 

When a political crisis reaches such an extent that no one (whether 
citizens, workers or national and international investors) no longer trusts the 
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institutions, we have all the reasons to believe that it is impossible to set up 
new institutions without a framework and a debate involving all the forces 
and political opinions in the country. 

The regime thought it could overpass the difficulty by implementing 
a strategy based on laws tailored to itself and on the rigging of elections in 
order to remain in power with a light veneer of democracy on its one-party 
institutions. The deepening of the crisis for the past three years has proven 
that such strategy has been a failure. Each passing day makes the National 
Conference even more necessary and less unavoidable. Only a National 
Conference shall help depart from the one-party system and initiate a genuine 
transition towards a democratic system. | 

Being a crisis of the political and economic systems which have 
prevailed for nearly forty years, the crisis in Kamerun points to the necessity, 
as a matter of priority, of a thorough transformation of the State. Such a 
transformation entails new institutions, a reorganization of the administration 
and public service, new structures and a new distribution of powers as well 
as a greater participation, control and intervention capability of the citizen. 
Its substructure is threefold: Democratization, Decentralization and Planning. 
It has an essential objective: putting the State at the service of the People. 
It falls within an obvious outlook: Panafrican unity which could start by a 
unification of Central Africa into one single State. 

Therefore, we unambiguously reject any idea of secession. It is not 
true either, that Kamerun has to choose between centralization and 
federalism, between repression and blackmail, between the risk of explosion 
and the risk of disintegration. This false dilemma in which the regime on the 
one hand, and some proponents of federalism on the other, want to lock up 
the debate and the country simply reveals their common concern: sharing the 
cake. Although it is a legitimate concern, it is not national at all and serves 
even less the interests of the People. 

Which political options, which socio-economic interests does this or 
that viewpoint on the form and organization of the State involve? Those are 
two fundamental problems which shade a light on the current debate, a 
debate which, to our opinion, should take into account the present conditions 
of vivid ethnic tensions resulting from the policy implemented by the regime 
for the past 40 years and the need for a transition to establish democracy. 
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ANNEX 


(Excerpt of Ruben UM NYOBE's first address before the 
fourth Commission of the United Nations on December 17 
and 18, 1952. The nationalist leader raises the issue of 
federation) 


My party asked to be heard on the three points which I mentioned in reply 
to the representative of Belgium, because we believe such points to be of 
utmost importance for the evolution of our country towards independence. 


First, the U.P.C. request the loyal implementation of the principles laid down 
in the framework of the international trusteeship regime. However things 
may look, the administrant authorities strongly oppose a radical change of 
administration methods in compliance with the international trusteeship 
regime. The best evidence of this attitude is the forceful desire of the French . 
and British authorities to maintain, at all costs, the arbitrary partition of 
Cameroon, whereas we consider the reunification of Cameroon as an 
essential condition for our country's accession to independence. But the 
U.P.C. does not only claim for reunification, it proposes administration 
methods applicable after reunification, as well as the only worthy steps 
applicable to achieve a total independence. That is why we request a 
deadline for that independence. Finally, our party particularly insists on the 
suppression of any annexation measure contemplated in the text of the 
trusteeship agreement as defended by Dr. Aujoulat in 1946 while he 
represented Cameroon's colonizers. It is in this respect that the second 
U.P.C. congress held in Eséka (French administered Cameroon) from 
September 28 to 30 of this year specified the position of our movement with 
regard to the French Union issue. 
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[he partition of Cameroon 
q It is artificial 


The establishment of two foreign administrations in a country does in no way 
justify the creation of a frontier proper. What does one notice between the 
two parts of Cameroon if not the presence of a few old buildings occupied 
by the customs police whose aim is to interfere with the free circulation of 
Cameroonians within their own country? A part from these repression forces, 
nothing else suggests the existence of dissimilarities likely to justify the 
separation of the two parts of the country as is the case. 


b) It is arbitrary 


The continued partition of Cameroon is a consequence of the situation which 
resulted from the 1914-1918 war. It is therefore a situation forced upon our 
country. But to whom is this situation prejudicial? Is it to the nation which 
went to war with the French and the British? No! It is prejudicial to the 
peaceful Cameroon which declared war to no one, and this cruelly reveals 
the glaring injustice suffered by Cameroon as a colonized and partitioned 
country. 


c) It only profits the colonizers 


The partition of Cameroon is justified by nothing else than the desire of the 
French and British governments to everlastingly dominate our country under 
the pretext of the trusteeship regime. Indeed, these governments know very 
well that it will never be possible for our country to access to independence 
as long as it remains arbitrarily split into two parts consigned for 
administration to two different powers. 


d) It is prejudicial to the Cameroonian people 


The elements herein above show well enough how the Cameroonian people 
is wronged by the partitiun imposed by the French and English in 1916. 
Communications have been rendered difficult if not impossible by the 
presence of the customs police. We revealed in the memorandum submitted 
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to the visit Mission that the customs department had given some 
"instructions" on the eve of the arrival of the United Nations mission to 
Cameroon, with a view to easing some of the existing control regulations in 
the customs posts between the French administered Cameroon and the 
English administered Cameroon, such customs posts being improperly called 
frontier posts. The instructions were given by mere letter from a service 
head, and this does in no way modify the existing regulations applicable here 
and there by the two administrations. 


The petitions submitted to the visit Mission by various organizations and 
individuals from the two parts of the country depict many cases of abuse by 
customs agents at the so-called "frontier". At this juncture, it is necessary to 
mention an instance. The Elongs, who belong to the British administered 
~ Cameroon, are located 25 kilometers from Nkongsamba (in Cameroon under 
French administration). Their closest commercial center in the British 
administered Cameroon is Kumba, 90 kilometers away. But the Elongs 
cannot go to Nkongsamba to sell their produce and buy first help goods for 
their own use without undergoing all kinds of punitive sanctions ranging 
from simple penalties to imprisonment (Attached is a copy of a letter 
addressed by the U.P.C. Executive Committee to the Customs Service Head 
on May 21, 1952). Numerous similar instances may be quoted. 


How do the supporters of the partition of Cameroon justify their stance? 


The representative of the French government declared before the trusteeship 
Council that one could not speak of a nationhood awareness in Cameroon at 
this moment. According to the French representative, such an awareness 
entails the following: 

Common origin 

Common traditions 

Common culture and interests 

Memory of shared ordeals 

"A minimum of geographical, historical and economic vocation". 


The representative of the French government ended this declaration by 


asserting that Cameroon "is a historic occurrence and its creation is too 
recent to have allowed the development such elements". 


89 


With reference to the five considerations of the French government 
representative, we wish to make the following remarks: 


a) Common origin 


Should it be understood that, instead of having a common origin as 
Cameroonians and a same people, there are some populations who have a 
"common origin" with the French, and some others with the English? By 
virtue of which consideration may one deny Cameroonians the right to 
belong to the same people? 


b) Common traditions 


What difference of tradition is there between the Bamilékés of Bamenda and 
those of Dschang, between those of Kumba and those of Bafang or between 
those of Mamfé and those of Bafoussam? 


c) Common culture and interests 


Common interests undeniably exist. The common culture exists from the 
origin. There has merely been an attempt to pervert it by instituting the 
so-called French and English cultures in the two parts of our country. But 
this endeavor is a failure because of the nature.of colonization which can 
only obstruct the cultural development of the colonized people. A genuine 
culture being based on the customs of a country, no defender of colonialist 
interests could deny the Cameroonians the right to have common customs. 


d) Memory of shared ordeals 


If we were to cite just one example, the forced labor and the “indigénat" 
were the harshest ordeals and the Cameroonians are not yet completely 
healed of them. A good part of the population of the British administered 
Cameroon is made up of forced labor refugees from the French administered 
Cameroon. If we are to consider only warring events as an ordeal, the 
Cameroonians also meet the criteria since the troops of the 1914-1918 war 
spared them no trouble; the innocent cameroonians sustained loss of lives and 
material damages. As concerns the last war, the Cameroonians do not only 
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remember it as a "shared ordeal", but also as a turning point in the history 
of their country, marked by our contribution to the triumph of the right of 
people to govern themselves. The Cameroonians of the two zones who 
fought on many battlefields during the anti-Hitler war do not consider the 
1945 victory as “won by them for others", but as their own victory which is 
to contribute to the liberation of their country from the colonial yoke. 
Moreover the colonial regime itself is an ordeal (and not the least) which 
shall always be unhappily remembered by the Cameroonians. 


e) A minimum of geographical, historical and economic 
vocation. 


The geographical vocation is even at the origin of the development of the 
general opinion about the issue of the reunification of Cameroon. Indeed, 
even the pettiest Cameroonian peasant, wherever he lives, knows that the 
borders of his country are not located on the Mungo river where the customs 
of the administrant powers commit all sorts of abuses. It is obvious that the 
desire to establish normal relationships in the country is foremest based on 
economic considerations. Therefore, there is an economic vocation. As 
regards the historical vocation, one cannot say that it does not exist, but only 
that it is stifled by the very nature of the colonial system which is based on 
cultural oppression. But what any person of good faith should acknowledge 
is that the issue of reunification is today at the forefront of the concerns of 
the Cameroonian populations. 


Financial and economic reasons 


The second category of arguments used by those who are groomed to oppose 
our claims pertains to economic and financial considerations. It is purported 
that the reunification of Cameroon would be tantamount to perturbing the 
country's economy since it would give rise to customs duty evasion and, 
moreover, that the "disintegration" of the "customs police" would result in 
a decrease in budgetary income and the territory would hence be the 
"victim". It is easy to explain, to those who support this point of view, the 
Sundamental reasons of our struggle for the reunification of Cameroon. Whe 
claiming for reunification, we do not have in mind the preservation of two 
distinct administrations in our country. If our contradictors have followed 
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our approach - and they have indeed, they will have noted that we link the 
creation of a single Cameroonian administration to the issue of reunification. 
With reunification and a single administration, the customs police would no 
longer be established on the banks of the Mungo river within the 
Cameroonian territory, but at the ports and the real Cameroonian borders. 
Hence, income from customs, whether generated in Victoria or Douala, at the 
border with Nigeria, Gabon or Chad, would be part of the Cameroonian 
national budget, managed by a Cameroonian adm inistration controlled by a 
Cameroonian parliament. 


Social reasons 


The third type of argument used by our contradictors consists in pretending 
that harmony with the populations of the English administered Cameroon 
would be difficult to achieve in case of reunification of Cameroon. This 
) argument originates directly, like all the others, from the dividing policy 
implemented by the colonialists. Do they know that our brothers in the 
English administered Cameroon have property and families in the French 
administered Cameroon? It should even be underscored (and this. is 
essential) that the majority of the population in the British administered 
| Cameroon originates from the French administered Cameroon. The visit 


Mission noted how our brothers of the English administered Cameroon hold 
the issue of our country's reunification dear at heart. Our comments on the 
arguments developed by the representative of the French government before 
} the trusteeship Council are also valid for this so-called nonexistence of a 
social harmony between the members of a same family, whereas such a 
} harmony would exist between the Cameroonians and the Nigerians on the 
one hand, and between the Cameroonians and the French on the other hand. 


Linguistic reasons 


| The administration uses its lackeys to clamor that the institution of a 
common language is a prerequisite to the unification of Cameroon. No 
doubt, a Cameroonian national language shall be instituted one day, but the 
linguistic issue does in no way constitute an obstacle to our desire for 
reunification. We have requested that the two languages (English and 
French) be taught in our schools and this is already the case in the secondary 
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schools of the French administered Cameroon. It should be noted that the 
linguistic reasons waved only pertain to the establishment of an official 
language, a national language. For their private communication needs, 
Cameroonians resort to their own dialects or to the most spoken intermediary 
dialects (Fulbé in the North, Pidgin, Ewondo and Bassa in the South and 
West). The use of French and English even uphold our international 
relations. French and English may therefore be maintained as. official 
languages until Cameroon institutes a national language. 


Reunification _as_an_ essential condition for the accession of Cameroon to 


independence 


For Cameroon, reunification is the only means of achieving independence. 
If we do not accept it this way, it means we are supporters of the 
independence of part of Cameroon within Nigeria or the British 
Commonwealth, and the "independence" of part of Cameroon "within the 
French Union". ‘In this case, the Cameroonian people will never again 
achieve unity except along the lines of what has been happening in Korea 
since 1950. In this respect, it should be recalled that one of the major aims 
of the trusteeship regime and the raison d'etre of the United Nations 
Organization itself is to "maintain and strengthen international peace and 
security". Today, the reunification of Cameroon is absolutely achievable 
peacefully. If the United Nations let themselves be fooled by the blackmail 
and false promises of the administrant authorities, the reunification of 
Cameroon will only be attained through bloodshed in the future. We know 
to well what is happening today in Tunisia, Indochina and Togo and we can 
only formulate the issue in such terms before the United Nations, many 
members of which are representatives of form erly colonized countries who 
know of similar events in other countries today and cannot remain insensitive 
to our call. 


A_large majority of the Cameroonian people is claiming for reunification 


As a thief yelling out "Stop thief!", the members of the Cameroon territorial 
assembly have labelled the U.P.C. claims as being "artificial and systematic". 
In that case, why does the French government forcefully oppose the 
departure to New Y ork of the individual who is to defend those "artificial 
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and systematic" claims? Indeed, what is artificial is the objections induced 
by the administration to oppose the hearing of the representative of the 
U.P.C. by the 4" Commission. Several demonstrations have been organized 
in Cameroon since last year to confirm the determination of the 
Cameroonians to obtain reunification. It is well known that Cameroonians 
originating from British administered territory cannot vote in the French 
administered territory where they are considered as "aliens", and conversely, 
in the British administered territory, the right to vote.is not recognized to 
Cameroonians originating from the French administered territory. In August 
1951, an important conference was organized in Kumba (in the British 
administered Cameroon) to protest against the breaches of the right to vote 
and resolutely claim for the reunification of Cameroon and the institution of 
a self-government. The U.P.C. and the traditional council of the Douala 
people attended this gathering, 


During the first popular elections, the candidates who defended the program 
earlier defended by the U.P.C. official candidate for the June 17, 1951 
elections obtained the majority of votes and were elected. Hence, in the 
British administered Cameroon, the majority of the people elected to sit in 
the Nigerian assemblies were those who had professed the program defended 
by the U.P.C., i.e. the one raising the issue of reunification. From December 
14 to 17, 1951, a congress held in Kumba with a large attendance of the 
U.P.C. and the traditional council of the Douala people. The proposals made 
by the U.P.C. on the issue of reunification were unanimously approved by 
the congress. The delegates of the administrative movement (the "Evolution 
Sociale Camerounaise"), four in all while the delegation of the U.P.C. had 
26 members, fled the debate on the issue of reunification. The delegation of 
the traditional council of the Douala people approved the reunification 
program. The principle of constituting a Cameroon unity committee was 
unanimously adopted by the Congress. 


On August 22, 1952, the representatives of the two national movements (the 
U.P.C. and the Kamerun United National Congress) met in Tiko (in the 
English administered Cameroon) and devised an action plan for the 
presentation of claims to the United Nations visit mission expected in the 
territory. 
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From September 28 to 30, 1952, in Eséka (French administered Cameroon), 
a congress held under the aegis the Union of the Populations of Cameroon, 
with the issue of reunification on the agenda. The delegates originating from 
the British administered Cameroon, the representatives of some local 
movements and notably a delegate of the Democratic Union of Cameroonian 
Women attended the congress. The congress ended the debate on 
reunification by drafting a popular petition summarizing the national claims 
of our country, the first of those claims being reunification. The petition was 
signed on the spot by all the congress participants and submitted to popular — 
approval. It is still being signed throughout the country. On November I, in 
Douala (French administered Cameroon), a meeting was organized for the 
U.P.C. delegate to the United Nations to make a presentation on the issue of 
reunification. From 3 p, the site of the meeting was invaded by a large 
crowd acclaiming the U.P.C. watchwords written on a streamer. But the 
administration arbitrarily forbade the meeting as the chairpersons of the 
meeting were going to be designated. 


The banning of the meeting went along with the occupation of the hall and 
its neighborhood by the armed forces. It is not only the political groups in 
the two zones which claim for the reunification of Cameroon. On October 
13, 1952, convened by the "Union des syndicats confédérés du Cameroun" 
(most representative trade-union in the territory), workers organized a large 
meeting gathering workers from various syndicate trends and unorganized 
workers. Among other claims voiced on that occasion, the issue of the 
reunification of Cameroon was one of the most important because, as the 
workers rightly pointed out, the arbitrary partition of our country constitutes 
a significant obstacle to the economic and social progress of the laboring 
masses of our country. In several, if not most of the petitions received by 
the visit Mission, the issue of reunification is insistently raised. 


These few examples show. that the majority of our country's population 
claims for the reunification of Cameroon. The maneuvers of the French 
government will not change anything to this fact. The Cameroonian people 
and the world opinion are monitoring this matter with much attention. The 
populations of Cameroon, wherever they may be, trust the United Nations 
Organization from which they expect solutions likely to bring them social 
peace and the possibility to access to independence. That is why the 7 
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session of the General Assembly of the United Nations Organization should 
| take a decision regarding this matter, in the interest of the Cameroonian 
people end in conformity with Article 73 of the United Nations Charter. 


I. CAMEROON AND THE FRENCH UNION 


I shall not dwell on this point since it relates to juridical considerations. A 
, brief demonstration at the juridical levél is sufficient to prove the duplicity 
suffered by our populations with regard to the relations between Cameroon 
end the French Union. 


Analysis of the issue 


The French Union was founded before the signature of the trusteeship 
» agreements on Togo and Cameroon. In its Article 60, the French constitution 
defines the constituent parts of the French Union as being the following: 


"The French Union includes, on the one hand, the French Republic which is 
comprised of the metropolitan France, the overseas divisions and territories, 
| and on the other hand, the associated territories and States". 


The constitution does not define the so-called "associated territories" and 
there is no other mention of that expression anywhere else in the constitution 
except in article €9 as quoted above. This means. that actually, there are only 
two constituent parts of the French Union: the Republic, with the assimilated 
territories (the overseas territories and divisions), Cameroon being subtly 
included in this last category and therefore incorporated in the French 
Republic, and the "associated States" whose relations with the French Union 
| are specified in Article 61 of the French constitution as follows: 


"The situation of the associated States of the French Union results, for each 
i of them, from the terms and conditions of the deed specifying 1 their relations 
with France". 


But hitherto, there has been no deed to specify the relations between 


Cameroon and France. In fact, such a deed may only be negotiated by a 
Cameroonian government and ratified by a Cameroonian A ssembly endowed 
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with political powers. And to make possible the establishment of a 
Cameroonian government and assembly, we should proceed with 
reunification. Therefore, if France wants to discuss with Cameroon on the” 
issue of the French Union, it should first of all accept the reunification of 
Cameroon. The trusteeship agreements cannot be considered as a deed 
defining the relations between France and Cameroon. The trusteeship 
agreements constitute a contract between the French government and the 
United Nations with regard to the administration of Cameroon. It is worth 
noting that none of its clauses provides for the incorporation of Cameroon 
into the French Union as an "associated territory". The phrase "associated 
territory" is merely a disguise for assimilation. But this camouflage is even 
poor since Article 4 of the trusteeship agreements provides that France shall 
administer Cameroon "as an integral part of the French territory". In other 
words, Cameroon is simply incorporated in the French empire under the 
cover of the international trusteeship regime. That is why we insistently 
request the suppression of this phrase which allows the French Government 
to implement, in Cameroon, a policy similar to the one she carries out in its 
own colonies and one knows how. It is worth quoting the examples of 
Madagascar and Indochina where anyone can see for him self how the French 
government is accomplishing its mission of helping the people become 
capable of administering themselves and democratically managing their own 
affairs as provided for in the french constitution. 


The issue of the situation of Cameroon and Togo with regard to the French 
Union has already been raised once by the trusteeship Council, and the 
representative of the Government was called upon to explain if the inclusion 
of Cameroon and Togo in ‘the French Union was not a violation of their 
specific situation under the trusteeship agreements. The representative of the 
Government answered that the two territories shall be free to choose, when 
time comes, "if they want to remain in the French Union or if they want to 
be independent out of that Union" (Trusteeship Council, fourth session, 
A/1903/A dd. 1, page 47). 


To put the French govemment delegate's answer in other words, we say that 
we should "hasten" the advent of the moment when Cameroonians and 
Togolese shall be free to decide for or against adhesion to the French Union. 
In order to "hasten" the advent of that moment, it is necessary to proceed 
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with the reunification of Cameroon in order to make it possible to institute 
appropriate organs which shall rule on the adhesion or non-adhesion.in the 
French Union, whereas today, the French government wants to exploit the 
ignorance of some Cameroonians to snatch declarations according to which 
some compatriots rather desire an "autonomy within the French Union". 


With respect to the issue of the French Union, we state that it does not 
concem Cameroon. It shall be raised when a reunified Cameroon has formed 
its government and its assembly, sole qualified institutions for the negotiation 
of a deed to specify the relations between Cameroon and France, in 
conformity with Article 61 of the French constitution. It should be specified 
that our adopting the principle of adhering to the French Union would be a 
political swindle to the detriment of more than a million Cameroonians living 
in the English administered territory, who insistently request the reunification 
of our country. 
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